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Preface to the Second Uddyota.

The present fasciculus comprifes the Second Uddyota of
the Dhvanydloka, the publication of which was announced
several months ago in the Preface to the First Uddyota. In
preparing tke present Uddyota the author has tried to utilise
the collations of manuscripts in the possession of Dr. Sushil
Kumar De, the following being particularly important :—

A—India Office MS, No. 1008 E 1135
( Devanagari ).
B—DBhandarkar Oriental Institute MS. No. 257 of
1875-76 ( S'arada script ).
C—Do. No. 255 of 1875-76.
D—Do. No. 256 of 1875-76. (S'arada script ).

The author has tried to make the Supplementary notes
appended at the end of the velume as much exhaustive and
helpful as possible, important textual variants being noticed.
with care whenever necessary.

The author takes this opportunity to acknowledge his
heartfelt gratitude to all oriental scholars and students of
Sanskrit Poetics, who have received these humble efforts of
his with enthusiasm and favour and his indebtedness to his
teachers, who have all along encouraged him in his arducus
task. God willing, the remaining Uddyotas would also be
published in due course. ’

Sanskrit College, } Bishnupada Bhattacharya.

May 15, 1957.
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DHVANYALOKA

[ UDDYOTA dI ]

TEXT
. § 9| wEnfrafvaasa-EEfsaraErEs af-
T s wifad ) anfaafmasas wigsfaaeade-
geaa—
Fufal dermaneed a1 faewan |
sfafgaaEaer aaaed o aaw u
enfarsmat 3 anei sagredd e )
EXPOSITION
§ 1. We have already noted in our notes on the last

Uddyota (L Sec. § 41) that classification of dhvani into &f9-
afigaarsy and faafaqEaaTa=a varieties was shown by the
Vrttikdra in anticipation of the Kdrikdkdra’s view expressed later
on, though the latter was completely silent cn the point in that
Uddyota. 1In this opening kdrika of the Sccond Uddyota the
Karikakdra shows the classification as already noticed by the
Vrttikara beforehand. Compare Abhinavagupta’s remarks :
«gfasre agfmgaiae Faim STRRI—ugfret
gfth fry war gfasro @fa w0 T e
qamFa, afy g sfEEaimitr-—aEt 1 a f-
FFR-gFIA gfawregy afafed dragai ger ) afe
F—qaAfy gERw: | a¥ ganegd) afaeia  gefrae
afgafgaamaa T TARSATRIIHR EIAIfANIAEY=A |
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'ﬁqxrd(ﬁqufﬁcx;@YaRUl afyafagarsaer a: gaa faafig-
Fr=AT Ffreed avfaqEardegsas + wafs ged e
FifwErEIaify gragRafa wia: 1—O0p. cit., pp. 165-166.
In the present karikd the Kdrikakdra mentions the two sub-
divisions ( FAT~aT-H& ) of the gfgafga-aisg  variety of
dhvani. They are—(1) » SAT7a @ HaqITs-24fH, and (2)
FeaeafaTeraarsy-c9fq. Abhinavagupta in his °Locana ad-
mirably brings out the characteristic features of each of these
two sub-varieties, Comp : “...... I qr=a+ sfagfaga gar-
saafggarn wafeaafm, ag asa’ fgafa g
TIH IYFATATT TR TG qH I G IBTATFIAT-
fag 747 SARNSTIAEH! FRGTAATE T BRI Lo

TET | AEY AUTAAET  SAAAHEAT  Ateqeafaufy sear
qe1ad T9 g fawsa 3fa 17'—O0p. cit., pp. 166-67. Thus,
while in the first sub-variety of eifgaferqarey-safe the gy=g
sense, though not totally incompatible, is transformed into one
characterised by new attributes, in the second sub-variety the
FI=Yg sense is totally incompatible and as such has to be aban-

doned altogether, being used only as a means towards the
comprehension of the suggested sense.

asr....fa89:—Now, it might be contended that in the
present kdrikd the author has shown the two-fold division of
the expressed sense (Err%sz ) only. So, how can it be cons-
trued as referring to the classification of the suggested sense
(5afq) ? To this the Vyttikdra replies by pointing out that
as the nature of the suggested sense (EZ[?T‘I) also differs accord-
ing as the suggestive elements (25SF) like =7, ITHF etc.
vary, thers can be no incongruity in construing the kdrika
as referring to the main classifications of the suggested sense,

Compare © * q7 STEATAAS Jal S3ANE! HEWT qar JT=9eq
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fgafy dewad 7 graframgng—anfiaa 3=
q=aRg | eAsawd taanfz ga eaagudfemfafy e
sa=wE @y afx eafagezsaar 9 wftay Qw gy T -
“Locana, p. 167.

TEXT

§ R\ AETETERHAATEAT 99—
fermamenfafeatiaat dgzaem gar
FAT MER: NTGEIHEZIEN T3 |
FH @ 77 FIreEgat wAlsha @9 @
T35 T 74 ufsafy ==y o #fF foaT
—TeqT (e | wAq {5 exgraniagfore: d@st
qeITEd, 4 d@fFarEy )

EXPOSITION

§2. The speaker of the verse quoted is Rama himself.
So, if the FHT (Proper name) TTH in the expression Trgifed
qq’ Hg referred to the person bearing that name only and
nothing else, then the use of such a word would have been
regarded as faulty. But, here, the word ¥yH does not merely
convey the primary sense-viz. Dasaratha’s son, who is the G:fs-ra;
referred to by the HST T(H, but the latter as characterised
by such attributes (F9) as gF@F@HISTHeE, Usafiaifgaa
etc. Thus the 37=97% is transformed (TfXO[d) from a mere
%ffa‘FI to some other sense which includes within its scope
the expressed sense-viz, H'fﬁ?{‘ itself (Rima in the present
instance) as well. The attributes (aff) are, however, compre-
hended through suggestion (395S@T). &7 fg. . ... & T
—qfXun| or transformation has a technical sense in Sdmkhya
philosophy, which is also applicable here  Compare :—
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«srg gata? AR 4T T |

aearas=gaT ot qfeorr @ S=a 1
(Quoted by Jayaratha in his Vlmarszm p. 41)

Abhinavagupta thus explains the vrrti fﬁ REREGH
AAIIGAAEAT AT | sTgT AT sw“r'—fm ST -
Prafaals sEEan | TRy At AT S -
cgtoE | FROTCAAETT R ARaeE T ET fam=aT-
qafafy T sresaifrEagq | SOIANE g qeeeradiEd-
Srigerds f5 5 &9 7 a7 o (aATAFTETgIEHIEE-
cmrdafafaTaoraE wafy | s SRIa TaE
77’ zfT1 U9 UF FET FAIAET TR F g
Segen: | HTAAEOW @7 Ary fGTEEd goang v Op. dit.,
pp. 169-70. Compare also Govinda Thakhura’s Kavya-pradipa
“raed T AIGEAMTIA AT GFSGEATTAE LAY
drat faislt Nfasarify sassmRy favewd s —p.
132. We are to note that Govinda regards the attributes T~
TEWTTAT  etc. as %&q, while accordingto the Vrutikdra
they are 3qFA- (Comp, °ﬂ'§'ﬁﬁﬁfﬁ qfeora: above).

TEXT
3| wr 9wy FeEeEm—
a1 STt qon e § afgaef defa |
Girrgmtza ffa swer suen |
~zor fgaT: e
EXPOSITION
§ 3. In this verse the second FHT signifies not merely

1. TET SR T TE J 9EEaT O |
HafFrgrdats wafa et seft ngfy ssmmn
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‘a lotus’ but ‘a lotus as possessing attributes like Iy (frag-
rance), Eﬁfqrq tenderness) etc.’ Compare : &% [gAIaFHAS-
qT: H"ffmfmmﬁacaﬁq &g gw{Aaarsq: — Pradipa, p.
58.1 The verse is really an instance of S1Z{q9TH, for the word
FHS though repeated twice has a different significance { afa'm,
in each case and as such there imno defect because of repetition
(qt&%T ). Compare Ekdvali in which this verse is cited under
the figure of speech ETETFTSITH——‘ AT NI FHASAYSA! & -
araifaarar L fedtaeg q‘rw—zﬁ@wr HraHTT-H ATTaa-

FETEEATAAATETATNT  Taedd qEEads: W' —O0p.

cit., p. 194.

TEXT

Q1 SRIFAfERIESAT auTRRIt e —

T RRE TR IaToes: |

fErEy sqEesTEaT @ swrEe ufae
AHAIAR 1!

EXPOSITION
§ 4. The term Y is a privative term and as such

presupposes the capacity for secing, which the looking glass
( ATEAT ) totally lacks. The primary sense is therefore to be
abandoned altogether in favour of a more suitable sense,
which does not comprise within its scope the primary sense
(Irtzrr’q’ ) of &17g. Thus it is des:gnated as FFq[aLEHT-
qr=q, which is based on Gfga'ﬁrw -GEUT or FEU-FHT,

oAt et swetft wwertT g srgrERT
ar wafa | 99 FqAndy FAeCASIANTE] S FHETE-
sHUTEVE | W9 CEfEATIEel A FEe  qraraEf,
afy q FAG@EATATEATd [y qfq weaormesatT."—Vaidyanatha
Tatsat’s ‘Prabhd thereon.

2. Ramdyana, I1I. 16.13 : FA VN T=qa 2= TREA QAT
— Locana.’
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~
~

as has been pointed Hut in our previous notes. Compare
*Locana :

g =i Fggaghe; | SregeEy T ST
wefisd qensn 7 aeafi-gerd FroemisaTder F S |
Tz g TR saracquiilc:mumm 7 gafafa) e
SFE 15T TATI G I OTTaTaaed acaFfrm fafaeiigea aaal
waoar gfaaraafd amrrnwrfavarzrfzﬂam”rﬁr-arﬁaq-
JEAEEs IS aAfE W —O0p. cit., p. 172.

"Bhattanayaka, however construes I with fa:zgrares:,
instead of taking the latter as an adjective qualifying a'raﬁ

so that the verse is reduced to an illustration of the figure
of speech fgqs\raqr. But Abhinavagupta points out the flaws
of such an interpretation, as the construction would then
be unnecessarily strained. Compare :—

“qgAIAET g A IANRANTE WUy T
FifaT 3. FEgAIFTIRTUNT | IS TRAAIE 913
fagoreer amafy 1 Freaars sy aEfao ) @-
SEReT GRHTAA AN ATAETEENl SRR W )
grew Safzameaen freseq | 7 9 fraamany ganes:,
g =7 swmar 3fT FeT AT SfRdiagd @ A T
FrEAsH@sH 1" —0p. cit., pp. 17273,

TEXT
$wl W g guaz TRefesegun 9 I
etz safa Aeen f1 forars
s a-fateE il'a I

I. T 9 999 amf‘emamfa Farfa

PFrggrarer g<f drer aft faam 1 FEgpaEeTET |
-g7f SqgFaad :— Locana.
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EXPOSITION.

§ 5 UYAT and SFFTL  are primarily attributes of
:animate and sentient beings, and as they are applied in this
verse to WY and qITg, (moon), both being inane objects, they
must abandon their primary significance in favour of their
implied senses, which do net comsprchend within their scope
.even the least shred of the primary meanings. Compare :—

AT IAAGTIEAAAEATA T Ta (T WA AT
qEATAq HIGIAT AAESgIarsgRsgRied- g arwata-
a9gg® weaq | freggreasiife 97 swaar aqaRasI-
s fsanfrerafs ey fa: 1" — Locana, p. 173.

TEXT
§ § | HETSTHRAEND: FAW AN 9T |
taafeanihadger sSRU@ B9 g iR
gEIaaT GEE@AF STRAst  STRar | § F

FEETENTEAT FIISTERa AT TR, wfag Fei
faar e

EXPOSITION

§ 6. Having thus illustrated in the preceding sections
the varieties of the STfarafaTaaTw sa’ﬁr, the Dhvanikdra
-proceeds to the treatment of the other main division of egfa—
viz. fgafayaFaqTarsy. This is not based on Indication or
HEUIT -as the first variety is, and as such the primary
sense is neither altegether repudiated ( FeAATATEFT ) nor
transformed (Hﬁfﬁt#‘ﬂiﬁta ). The expressed sense has
its importance per se. But the ultimate object of our cogni-~
tion is the suggested sense, The latter again may be two-
fold—considered from the standpoint of the sequence ( =¥ )
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that intervenes betwgen the cognitions of the JT=¥ and STEX
senses. If the sequence is imperceptible—we have the
HYTEIFA-variety, which comprises T, WI¥, THIWTE,
AIETATE, WIEIgyg, WaaTa, WEaasar ete.; if, however,
the intervening sequence be perceptible, it is known as
YHETFHT which might take either the form of a;aeaﬁr or
of FFFEI(H. °Locana explams the term W%&Wﬁﬁﬁ'
as—"qTIE_q SAfIg TF: FA! 6T AGT ITNT A -
SIsEfy agaf: 1
TEXT
§o1 T™&—
TH-AIE-GE T - AL AT T |
FRTATSIEAET FramAT sqafga: (131
it ff @87 TR | @ -
AT AT |
EXPOSITION

§ 7. In the present Kdrikd the Dhvanikdra mentions-
the principal varieties of the 3s[gweTgswgeafs. Wiaeafa
has been defined by Jagannatha as—fawraTigeasawniqast-
FAqqE qeaq  (ie. ﬂTa’Wﬁi‘ﬁT{)——“when any one of the
thirty-three vyabhicdrins enumerated by Bharata bcomes mani-
fested by the fF9Tds and ATWTTs pertaining to it, it is called
qraEgia (as opposed to IgEgfT which arfses when any one
of the eight or nine sthdyins is mainly suggested).” For-
YA and WEATAIG compare : ‘SHIfqeaSaeed sTaTaY
IY-A1aq1;’. For the concepts of WIFIET -and qraafeg
as alluded to in the expression ‘TIHAATICTHH:" see Locana :.
‘qaft 7 WHT @4 Naf s, qafy qo wWesTT-
TRGFTRAST Fafada st Tug-



UubDyoTA 1t G

FIA WAl % gar shaglrnrear St st
FuasIiaaTgaSH waly, qgt wasafy: | gar—
fasaq Fiqaar gwrafafzar 4 7 argafy
EUIRISCIREIICER IR CrTEa e C o
af g fagafpashr q A I arwaT: gUAfHT
AT AT ARy Fiet faf o
a7 g Freragagastiafs asfasafrafeng-
fratgrs  ansaretfaara: | safearo geafeacaana-
frodan | awg—fafaamfanads awif safiaifon
zfa1 afimraEanms: swfag gg—
iy MAfaadd sfqed aearaqaraar
featd aftadd gafy sregagsan |
AEIT IFT 34 A ufrefadsaaan
qRagAT 7 g 9T e g freiRa: i
7 fg soraFieenfeiaegs geaea 9 g nfd -
s UFCTaRarERsifaay . Fafyg safeshon
SAATFEATT SYFTTAAIFC | FAfag afearfon afag
Fdorreqeyd, \...qafay aafwadsacmaedy faanfrane o
qqT—
FTHTE TASFAT: F o FF 9IIq 24T AT
QXTI SRTHT N ATAGT FAS(T FT qGH |
f avarausenar: afaa: sa=siy av geaar
Jq: wareeandfE F: @ AT ge4lsH¥ wreafa o 2
o Ty st qgad afqen agda gfafad atere
FTEGAIFIET grgal Wa=dl ga=y g {oeam@n @@ go9mar

1. Vikrmorvaasi, Act IV.
2. Ibid, Act IV.




10 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

ZIAT TIARAEEIHA | qaq:qacgqﬁrsszm\ | warfy =iEF-

gfgqasatesfy  sfE@miagts  q@arfs -
Op. cit., pp. 175-177.

TH, WIF etc. are called AFHH (i.e. AFA-ZTZ) as the
intsrval between the cognition of the fF¥WIF’s, HTHFs ete.
-on the one hand and that®of the former, though it actually
exists, is so small that itis quite impareeptible and can be
easily reckoned as nonest. The negative particle (7=T) in the
term 33H conveys the idea of small-ness (f&'&"ﬂc‘)‘ Candidasa
in his commentary on Mammata's Kdvyaprakdsa notes :
“awn gfa a5 SvaqsAgaraTd_V—p. 92. The negative
particle GES has six different senses. Compare ; “Eff[ﬂ'ﬁ_@'—
ANEIT aF0ed dgeqar | AuTaEd fgdgr asAn §E
gifaar: 11” — Abhinavagupta here remarks that though I,
71T etc. are usually known as [FH, still that doss not exclude
them from the category of H&F=TFATF{q. Under certain
-circumstances thsy might bz classed with Ei'F\jﬁ'a'ﬁi‘ and HBFTT-
=3 as falling under the latter. Compare : “*I7 griazd: 4
TATHAT STAVRHT 7 FFT UF q: | [@FFEAG g
09 7afT | 7T AFTFIIHATTAARINGA T 7847 11—
Op. cit., p. 174. Usually as soon as we read a pcem we become,
as it were simultaneously aware of the emotions (TH) etc.
Thatis why they are called HAFHAFA. But in cases where
there is a pzresptible interval between the cognition of the
expressed sense  of a poem (consisting of such factors as
s, ATATT’s etc.) and that of the emotions suggested
by it, th: latter might reasonably bz regarded as instances of
BRI FA-

1. Compare : WisK fanfam: wafsly watEmam sqgT=:
2 waedr Wiy sdTy farmrpnasaaiRg sgeaand gqew
FeAhg g gdEd 30 FEREEAnE T IR A RSErET [
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®

q ﬁTrﬁEa‘Fr. .%“cﬁ?r{-m——i%r etc. con;tittxte the soul of
poctic art, subject to this impertant proviso , viz. that they are
Ppredominant over all other elements and subservient to none.
As Abhinavagupta remarks. 7 fF g %a’ EGHESCIEEEL
HHTL: ? ﬁ'emgt fw q Q‘PTSf"r%Ff T T ATIHI: |
TIsT  qIEgea nuﬁgazam?faw aafy  fasfras

Faify THEET%IE%‘%T'{QWT"{?THT?W?{}HE4?95361'1?\ W'—0p. cit..
pp. 174-75.

TEXT

§ <1 AT W FREESTRNR AT -
fum v 3f weR—

IEIAIEFARAERaA] AfaaEaE |

0
Wifzazar ax @ =aRfdeay aq us
o N -
AR IE-TGEIUEIN geIuIagaaaFE 99
TAEIOEE T G ema e
s fegares v afafify saeEa
EXPOSITION
§ 8. In the preceding kdarika it has been hinted at that
T ete. would be regarded as cases of €9 only when they
are predominant ( 3ifgd_ ) and all other elements like the
poetic figures ( ABFHIT's ) belonging both to IT=F and TAF
are subordinate, The present kdrikd explicitly states what
was implicit in the preceding karika with a view to differentia-
ting a case of vgeafd  proper which is AYSETFA from

smafed | a% g fasede ey, SHar a1 fawraraers arwi-
faorarsid a@antafnfy  dearsaIsay wak |—Rasagap-
gddhara, p. 129. See also Dhvanydloka-Vrtti on the verse
aqdafaft Jasy —'  (Kumdra®, VI. 84) and °Locana  thereon
{Uddyota TI, p. 248).
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L)

IGAG etc. which ‘are no more cases of tqfd than such.
common figures of speech as IGHT, AT etc. In instances
of IGAY , IAY , FIfead, etc. TG, WA etc. are compre-
hended no doubt, but all the same they only serve to enhance
the beauty of the expressed sense just as poetic figures like
HTAME, IIAT ete.  beauify the words and ideas to which
they belong. Butin a case of ¥gsafy ( wigeafd etc. ),
it is the aesthetic emotion that occupy all our conscious-
activities, while the expressed sense and the various figures
of speech dwindle into insignificance, and merge their individua~
lities towards the highest end in view—viz. the suggestion
of the aesthstic emotion, so that the individual charms of the
particular figures of speech are not relished apart from the:
aesthetic relish, or as in any way surpassing it. This, how-
ever, is not the case in instances of YWY , S etc., and as
such they can never be regarded as Tqtgfm, wWigsafd, etc.
While in the latter ¥§ ( WT& etc. ) is the soul (&FgwT ),
in the former it is in the position of a mere constituent
element { §F ), and that makes all the difference. Compare ©

“Locana = “q7  ATFEAANTTAIT §I=A | TATGeAAT
feafts wwRdw  gfauswne  cafwufrafonia
STFAT—TFIA SATfEAT | argeanfea wwrdtat wwaq-ia-
s fer-amfgaesreagarntala wia: | st = T Wa-
aifcsaesRe wifsaaataata:  sfa gaafe | @ f&
gATEEARY argeadataaia gfa afdag) asd =
Fra% ¥ IeArEEgaTNT g | gy g aatew

FITURE g7 1/ —O0p. cit., p. 180. °Pradipa too
remarks ;—

“TA T OMAT  WIEAT YGIIABHIEGIRT B
A IR 24T TEA, WY S, TOWIAIIEY IS,
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wETha:  amfa—gaeds  qEeESIeITEre, |
ga%Tazaiey | o sevagsad e g1 ameaaas fa
wggafs amwal #fg SwawEe gaw <ara
geasaraarg” xfa 1
TEXT
& | 99ESAT JEEd 99E g EET: |
FIsa afereAEER wifzifa & afw

gafy W@’ wzm i frrefy afag
FE AT AN T tEEe S 3
IAETR TAETE FRET f T amEsiT: w0 qaar

ALY 95T T TEFEasft waETsET = )
EXPOSITION

§9. In‘the present kdrikd the Dhvanikara expresses his
-own opinion cencerning the true nature of the figures of
speech YA etc. When TF, VT etc. are subordinate to
some other element in peetry—whether it be F[SATT or
some other s gATY, we get the figures of speech IFAT ete.,
instead of TEF(H etc. Thus the figures of speech THAT ete.
.are instances of HITE variety of Uﬁ“ﬁ'ﬂ‘ﬁ]‘ just as HHTH\IF#ET
qIIqIaT etc. have been shown to be the instances of the
same category on account of the suggested sense (v1z. g )
being subservient to the expressed sense. Compare ‘IqTEy
IGRIT=AET T (aﬁarﬁwfm ) g wETle SRRy av

- Q¥ | TGALESHIY: || —Kdvyaprakasa, Chap. V.

a9y IGISIFITEY. ... ATAHIA: 98 :—The treatment of

1. Compare Riuyyaka’s Alarikdrasarvasva :  “qraiaay
AragfaviamEedr q  qUTEE: | T F 9 wEsfy
FreEEHrn | qaasrﬁrma 7 sgweTfarast wwma afafEee-
| W —0p. cit., Pp. 190—91
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the figures of Spee;:h IHIQ ete. as found 'in the works of
the Dhvani school varies from that as recorded in the works
of the earlier authors like Bhimaha, Udbhata, Dandin and
others. IHJT as defined by the ancients does not in any
way differ from gz of the followers of the Dhvani school,
ie. according to them in.iqa“q, the sentiments like EI,
g7 etc. are primarily developed which is just the case in
7q5g{ as well. But the vicw of the Dhvani-theorists does not
correspond with this position of the ancients with regard to
g3 etc. According to the Dhvanikdra and his followers
rasa etc., when primarily developed ( e ), can never
be regarded as mere embellishments ( HHFT ) and classed
in the same rank with the ordinary figures of speech like ITHT,
HTAH etc. They are the very soul ( HIHT ) of poetry, and
excel in charm all other poetic elements like I[UI, FASFTY,
{fF etc. Without rasa poetic art is like a human body
without a soul, howsosver adorned it might be with precious
ornaments. But when T etc. are not primarily relished but
made subservient to the expressed sense or some other
- suggested sense (TG I ), they cannot claim to be
reckoned as the soul as in the previows variety, but are
regarded as mere figures of speech. This change in outlook
accounts for the difference between the respective tredtments.
of the ancients and the moderns ( viz. the Dhvanikdra and
his followers) with regard to the figures of speech TWAT, 99
etc. The view that sentiments like 3T etc. when primarily
developed constitute the soul of a kdvye had not yet dawned
upon the predecessors of the Dhvdnikara, and this lack of
scientific outlook was responsible for their muddied opinion.
Pratihirendurdja in his commentary on Udbhata’s Karyalam-
kara-Sara-Sagraha succinctly bints at this problem, without
any comments thereon. Compare :-—
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-

. ® ~ - s . .
TR WA T s aiiaaazgan B FeamsriEs
ST Fregsiftaaad faq qEg fawEy gegizawag

W|AEEaTd 99 (FIlqqangacarg agaFregars l—
Op. cit., p. 54.

We might quote however the foilowiug extract from the
same work as it is highly illumithating and has a good deal

of bearing on the present issue :—

‘wEd g e fzanft FrequnagimanmasEad
F1o8 GRAT | AYT ATGHET FAATGIFIIEETE 33 1F—
‘sgufy gasagal g wafeqai— sfa e

q®E aAAEET Feaq afcgmy | ag wrgat Sl
7y feaen wataRn fyemaam FEaeqdn, @y FmEmT
Sontfagsra-fagfagseyimrear T A A 19
TR aifawifasst  frggeagaimey <wataR-
sy afasafg .. ... qq wAuE  fAREFET IR
ST | A GE FIUE WA T AGHAGFLAE | F
g ARAAATE: | AT g Freqearcaaarafegar:, wearal
T qAveqaart FAr fg wrcwifafed ol Sadify
eqqfess, qar wwifaftsqen e sagaqar sgags:
Frad | gy WA SeamARNaRsEE e g ST
qEqI T EEHgAr)  wWitweatwmss qeuant argat-
At grRaEAAEtaraneg feal aisal TaTiear oA
B | AT [AIseg Mg GXITsITREs  |a-
FARHEATEETT, 7 g F6a  *f7 w@weasfy ggaqsay
—faeEmain wer @ gma” gfg 1 @ @EA
TAT TAATHTART F AT | qIE—

t.  Amaru, v. 75. (NSP. Edn.)
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xgrafafist wer StagTaar ad: |

FHIY qEEIE FTemere saafeaay v sh’
7, TEIEAT (AASHICANA asa taeaaraaear i—op.
«cit., pp. 82-83. Compare Abhinavagupta’s commentary :
yo7d fr—<awed argaEwEsmEd an & i
avet goaad gk faurg efrean mud g3 eEafy
“qqrfitT + =iz gvafrar fgoar wifsdear Aiggw sfa
i | gfA, w0 3f evesdarmgd arsafied g
aq 1+ afenq F1e § QAT WEASENA aEmdiasEr-
5T, FETEACEEND ; 5T FTAET GrAFaAr I THEAT-
SEAATE TRW@HRET  fAuEn, § e EREssarel
wafy Fsgaa:, 7 @7 3fq amEg 1°—0p. cit, p. 1912

AT . . ,...acisz{:?p-—The construction of this sentence is
somewhat involved.  Abhinavagupta explains it in two

different ways : “FHIATEOME—aqg, T4 | afecageE
AT ARG, qaTsAAead: 1 AR
T2 TASHHIET FFAAASTT Wiaargqar ga-a ede-
A5 g | wARd B edE-pfr-ga-faaasifaar
SANFFTIE | qF SAASFIA I7 g NASEHIASE-
FIONT EAA: | T J ASFIET q3AT9A goq | At ar
amaTdE waIAE, gRaFIfafy aEg) sywznamarfioeg
WTE FAT SATAAY | WY AEHGT A qIEAT arEar-
4, sasemzenfy faua sf qaw g spwed fy

1. Compare the foilowing verse quoted by Jayaratha
anonymously in his °Vimarsini on Ruyyaka s Alamik drasarvasva
“FETE— AT A TWIEET AT CE] ARl E WAy
wafeg & g <anfaiawT wraewaa fg ar g5 v afw o '—Op.
<it., p. 186.
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WEASFIT qF 89 gegF:, ST ma:mgwamrq PoA
H4% wwTgEHRey fauar arag dawfr—aafrase
IHITTERA G T 99 UT GAATTSHIA IIHIAAT: |
TRAE—TAEASTIAT 59+ =fa sFafawa sfq qo -
°Locana, p. 192.
TEXT
§90 | § T THTRTEHIT Ug: TSN 311 q=rn

TYT—

& o 7 § wareata g arafies o

¥4 faogeor | sarewfEar eaifa 7dge

Fwratafa @ 939 Fraa-saraw-weas

35 1 Ufzfa fmargasser Rywism: |
—3RAH FRI-TAET YSTATHAAN TISHT THIEE FRAY !
U s 99 Wi WE T |

TR AR Al TT—

fieal zraraen: aeafiEalseEEAl suwFd

TEA, AR fqafaat afia: S |

sfega, @is79 afgygatats: auasiqeets

FIHATEIRT: | 22 30 awat 30 3wk |l
—zaa BrgtRyrmaferr® s Toifoeer
myafmamT 3, Wi @ wEETTsE
arE fom s W A SeRERIEEET
STTRATATY qATAA 7 317 | 79 e aeabiass
FS IR ! wermt R awaem wfag W
FAEATATTAATIEIRE: |

EXPOSITION

§10. @ A... EVf aT—Now TG etc. might become
_2 .
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[ 1)
an JHFIT, unmixed (g) with other figures of speech, or
they might bz mixed (H%"PT?) with other figures of speech.
or Ta's as well. Cf. “3g IHT—TATRANMFHATSEIL-

mor ar 7 ey, anfaersg @O —°Locana, p. 193. As
an instance of the first variety, Anandavardhana cites the

verse—‘{ gEgT—" etc. Here the poet eulogises the royal
patron and depicts the sad plight of the ladies of the rival
kings only to bring into bolder relief the glory and valour of
his patron. Thusit is a case of HIE (praise) to which
FRU-LT ( tragic emotion ) is made subordinate. Itis an
instance of the [Z variety since there is no other figure of
speech besides the ¥THIY (i.e. FIUIG as Tgﬂﬁ'&a‘) The
following estract from °Locana is very illuminating—*‘3{=
MHEATIATET TAATITENGAT FROQT FAAOT Fra-
A qafisrEl Wil FEn gE e T fg a
feqdt zar sfa agmmEalsd  ardeaRTAE, @ g
FrERGUNAIST 1919, Wil 7 FRgFaaad | T
faeAT FegAT 79T TEARIY QAT RN, qgaiHaad =Te
TAISTATHI, TAT YT g8 &1 WEAL AT IJTEFT &L
wifs, =ft weenfy a5gT AEHE A1 Qe 1 AY @
fF gaar sgansdielEnd, aff sowasf 5 ogEars-
SRAa | A aEiHiay sEgas: | <Awfr afe awEr-
B aisd sf cagdwdaq A7 aq dfveEwEi—an
@ favmaEiat qef frasfgan, s aemgaraugan
TEIATIE ASFHATNITAR 1—Op.cit., p. 194.

. ‘FW},TEWW:.,:.ﬂITﬁF!':"—This is Amarusataka, v.
2. Here tbo"the poet’s primarv object is to edify the divine
prowess of Siva, the slayer of the demon Tripura. But he
introduces the erotic emotion (RIW() as suggested by the
expression  SFTHIATRIGNY:, with a view to rendering the
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description more effective. The expressions used here to
qualify =/XTRA: and FTHY are all paronomastic (frwee)
and as such yield a double sense, one to be construed with
Yl and the other with THI. Thus here we have F®UI-
T as A (subordinate) to Agfeguararfass aong withthe
figure of speech TFITAT (i.e. IFHT based on 3HF). So it
is an instance of the Hgﬁftﬁ‘ variety. Compare : “{ieq :ﬁ i
FITATEASATEE:, T 9a: | A9 q sfw 7 srfaq: gear-
fogaa. @ gatgaaay faaassa: | argEdsIca
g7 foagaar | FTEEEAAIAET ORI RA-
fagaedl o AFEEIT WNIARRETATEEH, T FTT |
FaErcas FEO W1 AreAdrscafiy iy @ qeareandrd T
sqifad gAY evalzaer’-sdaEiaEEg, T 3
Feuafgasadfd nW’—Oop. cit., pp. 195-96.

AT TH F...n.. T EI7:—Now, it might be contended that
as FIL and FFM are mutually antagonistic sentiments,
it is an offence against the norms of poetic criticism to in-
troduce them together in the same verse, To this Anandavar-
dhana replies that this contention would have some force if
FFIT and FIO had both been equally predominant
(§5F-9T7). But as neither of them is predominant, both
being subservient to the poet’s devotion towards Swa (%arfarq‘qq;
¥fgwra), which is the principal theme of the verse, the

antagonism disappears, since it cannot subsist between two
subordinates. Compare ;—

“frafad <& weaufass g fadfyam)
FEAMATAFAE AT A FTEssT 17
" —Dhvanydloka, T11, 20

—on which the Vrtzi tuns as follows : “5g ﬁr\ﬁ:ma-mﬁﬂw ;
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ifamfoearg gatT oHfen v wartadEt 9%
TRV HARANTGHETAT qeaEfy 9 AW gqEg—-
‘et rmEeA TR wE anfaaw R A,
gfT g AT sageatag | geaawasfy e
#4 fanafaafafife g ss—fadt faegearme
guE AER | g —
“gfg 758 qaifass a8 A9 9= |
AR el afaarstafa 17

—zaet oy fg Ffuofdgagaaeads qodg q
fadasagfy wfwfs « @5 iy foifmeesggr-
FENFEIAN fAfaaracaa | yRgaamEriaaaes aEan-
AT ATFAA T TAATEAFTG 11"—O0p. cit., pp 369-71.

, TEXT

§ 991 YT ATARA HET—

waEifgaaearteg ffasmaa
I FAAT FTTHAE FICITETIAY 1

TEIZ T TAEAT TEAEDET F 99 T WREE -
FRA fA97:; @ A9 19, WNOEAST IR | 99
g IIFATETAE TETEE - et
forrd, @ TEEeE wann fawa: o

1. Compare °Locana : “Hrgrgad g7 fargrmadEmia-
wafafs  wafrgesrreatiqmatfgaads fregmmia srage-
Sfaame Faral ST WU @RI AT # FAT
qEeeafratfafe W fada: s’ —lDc. cit.  Govinda
Thakkura in his °Pradipa too makes use of a similar maxim

in a similar context : “or% ¥ a1 Tfwar Weas FETIFIU-

Famafy areegiafa afvafgisengsala ssE Rk et
gt fadensfr @ fiwm 1—0p. cit.., p. 272.




UDDYOTA II 21

EXPOSITION

§ 11. An alamkdra can be properly so called, when it is
introduced with a view to enhancing the ultimate aesthetic
relish As ordinary figures of speech like JIHT etc.
ultimately serve to render more effective the aesthetic charm
( Z9T%aTg ) which is the soul, they can be properly regarded
as alamkdras ( FSTHIY w99 3fq GEFITC ). So, too,
judging by the same standard, when a particular sentiment
( T ) is introduced in such a way that it heightens the beauty
of the principal element — whether it be q¥g or I, it can be
properly recognised as one of the many figures of speech.
Compare °Locana :— % W —ITHTEIATASHILST qﬁ;ﬁﬂ’
aral AgAT WRAE | qIIATIASFET  Afaq=qq |
asv aafy geqaraafy walw, qofy aeo o fGararf-
TOATIE AR Wifsaquansdy sfa g9y TasTaan-
WA | G — AT ol | qelfi | sameae-
qaEq 1 uagR  wali-swar gafy araisdissiEad,
qaifg 80 qRAEFG 97 aagAAICHISITa AT
f aegdl cwTanAaeEE: | ses-agufafidy fg
AegHaifafrzeaT sicRa aucaaafafatfaagatea-
TaEtFaR |« qaifg-augd gEwdl FeewwyaAfy a
aifd, seFdegaTa | afaad] sewfgdd  graEs
wafd, sgFAdeaEifacan . 7 f5 dger fefsaadifaeag
3ft aeqd TS, AgEeEd eafrara 1 —Oop.
cit., pp. 197-98.

FEATY TT... . IHRIGFRAAT  fG¥q:—In this passage
the Vretikdra sums up all that has been stated in the prece-
ding sections with regard to the difference between THegfq
etc. on the one hand and TH etc. as figures of speech
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(FFFTT) onthe other. Cf: “YTHETH HIATAT (T
sqfaanTest | XERATSSFIET Tl @ TF fqo | gaa-

Aty qETlT At Aread, TWIRET FeadFH At
fawm gfq 1"l cir.
TEXT

§ 931 WA WRIAREIAT WWIEE FET T favew
fagrar @t aff g SEa@mi FEEeEiaE
wEEERwET v sgen, aff swEE st
fayaar frfdvaar avsfafiar w1 FenESaAaEgEs
Eieeicio cIIR CtEsE e R RICE R IR R CRIE ]
fygeam | W ey aert FNEaAE el
qraY ATE TR T 9T T, aNER T
ey TafrarAaaer deentafE am an—

T s ghatrnaf
fav S gemfay swafataen
aifrg’ anfa afeaafima agm
FFIEAO of wEET A g o
T qT—
a1 G qeea darRafic
SR : ST faeEE ferragenanan
faramifaarfar aggat wsEf AT 2vad
0} ATy qEefed SagaEd il
79T J—
avi Mugafreragenn Wty
CR I AR R ERICITCRICEL L
fafeem TRERTFRIATTORTTNSTAT
& s st fmeetefaT: gga
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—zRiqarE frdsSaAT arrdtiEsty SaaTe-
FUFANFASEIT | A9 99 FqaeggaradasiE
q7 WEEHEC | 87 af swes ffEe
st @1 W TEEEEErE qaaaT-
FAFAT 99 FaAaegaFadigAl AifE, weal faa-
AT TEETET 9 WEAAS FEET T2 YA @
TIET 7 GRS E @ AN )

EXPOSITION

§ 12, If the view of the Dhvani-theorists, as stated above,
regarding the characteristics of the figures of speech etc. be
.accepted, we are able to properly demarcate the respective
spheres of €afq—where YT etc. are predominantly suggested
-and primarily developed, of the figures of speech like JIHT
etc., and lastly of THIT , oo ete. If, however, following the
.ancients we do not differentiate safa proper ( viz. where
the assthetic emotion is principally developed ) from
IHaq , where the emotion is subordinate to the expressed
sense or some other suggested sense, and bring them both
-under the same head (ﬂ'?k‘l‘ , it becomes difficult to find out
-independent instances of IYAT etc. For, in every instance,
ITHT etc. would be found to be mixed up with I ete.,
in which case a new figure of speech, viz. %Tgfi?: or JFT
would arise as a result of the commixture. ( Vide Uddyota
1. Sec. § 36), and would thus rob SYHT etc. of their indepen-

«dent existence. Compare °Locana : ‘qqqu%ri ﬂFqg?t%fFf fawa-
frurtdead: | SuMEArfafa | a7 WwEnesEar WAk
argad A, o ET TEIHTEE: | 9T SN Q-
&at fagamg sfa wrE: 10— 0p. cit., p. 198.

afe g--. .afggeaq—In this passage the author refutes
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the position of the 6pponents of the thani-;chool whose views.
had been covertly hinted at in the Karikd in the expression w
afa’—% afafemdn aq owd gfad aqguuaTeasafa—
q‘ﬁm&ar \"—°Locana. The opponents might argue that the
contention of the Dhvani-theorists—viz. that there would be no
exclusive sphere left for figures of speech like IQHT ete. if
Tgaq etc. are not explaineZl in the way already shown above
is groundless. For, not every case of 39T is mixed up with
1A, as the Dhvani-theorists would have it, so that q’qﬁa
would be inevitable. The foremost condition of I¥ITF, as
conceived by the ancients, is that permanent feelings like T
etc. alone, when properly developed, become aesthetic emo-
tions. Now, where inanimate objects like rivers, mountains, or
forests etc. are primarily described (a'rafqrsﬁ’e;{a) , there cannot
be any possibility of the figure of speech IFAT, since T ete.
cannot inhere in inanimate things, as they are exclusive
attributes of conscious and living organisms. Such cases can
be reasonably regarded as instances of pure SqHAT etc. if
there be any, the possibility of HHFET or commixture being
ruled out ipso facto as THAQ is psychologically as well as
logically absurd on the above grounds. Compare: ‘‘qTEqg
AFA:—Iryqarai aafasamamEan agana @-
BT FATAgIA fawsg wa synratat faaw sfy n”
—°Locana. The author refutes this contention as follows :
True, that inane objects like &ills and rivers are devoid of
conscious activities and permanent mental states consequent
thereupon, and as such apparently there can be no possibility
of the figures of speech TGqq etc. when they are primarily
described. Yet, in almost all such cases, if properly analysed,
we would be able to detect at least some touch of human and
conscious elements brought in through the aid  of
one or other of the numerous figures of speech, and as a
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result we would be again led parforce 0 recognise the exis--
tence of the figure of speech TFJY, so that the final result
would be q’qf‘sa due to the commixture of TG etc. with
the figures of speech like IqAT etc.

a9 gegrafg........ a‘f:ﬂ'f‘g%f TIq—1f, again, to save the-
position the existence of YIHAT as.an ABHIT be denied even
though there be the apprehension of human elements, we must
have to admit that most of the poetic creations, describing as
they do natural phenomena which are per se utterly devoid
of the capacity of aesthetic relish, would have to be regarded
as HI¥9. Bul such acontingency cannot arise if the posi-
tion of the Dhvani theorists be accepted. For, the absence:
of the THIF ABFHTT does not render a poetic art arTq, but
the lack of the capability of suggesting emotions (Tq@Egf) in.
the reader’s mind makes a poem q17g. And, as in the ins-
tances under consideration there is TEtgfd, there can be no
disadvantage in the way of regarding them as §¥g. Compare :
“Hraafafr—an fz Taeaamad WIS iy oman
AT T WATSHICAY 7 qF T AIRIT RATEI AT
TGATHIT | T FEAIT WIS FIAAE ATLGTd, Afq

g CFATHARENTE, qIgH T T@ISAEdT |\ —Locana,.
pp. 200-201.

SAFATEY . . .. ..CTT—In the illustrations cited though.
_ inanimate objects are primftrily described by the poet, the-
human element is still in the background. ‘ﬁgﬁ%"i&'@?ﬁ-
WAl I geaEfq agF aqafaan’—"Locana, ¥A....
ar=aar fasTa@T—If, to avoid such a contingency it be argued
that when human elements are present there will be RG T
FAHFHIT even though inanimate objects are primarily described,.
the other problem would remain unsolved as the sphere of”
J99T etc. would be completely encroached upon by FHfez.



26 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA
[

®
For, in every work of art there must be some human element
present, however predominantly descriptive it might be of un-
conscious phenomena of nature. Compare :— “3'{21“"’;{{]‘&‘—-——

dreacaas w7 qixeafraEaty S 1 a7 a9 Jqagee g9
ATTAT: @ STARfaeaT wiasrdeamgre—aeaifeearty o
Aaq 5T | eavTgEETERaAnfT geinARTTaETEad-
wifqreds amag, feaay ) afasersfy ssdramafa:
afaaristy aummEisae e fatamEat awar seds-

AT UF EA1d, AR [GErgART a7 11" —"Locana, pp.
203-204. Compare on this point the following verse from

Dhanafijaya’a Dasaripaka : *T+d Sf@QHATANTT =T
gaifz gw fagd ¥ Feg | FETSAFE]  HAATTFHEIAT
auifta a9 w@wagdfa @& 1'—-0p. cit., IV. 85. The

following extract from Riiyyaka’s Alamkdrasarvasva should be
consulted in this connexion as it clearly brings out the difference
‘between the respective positions of the ancients and the moderns
with regard to the figures of speech waq, fm’q ete. —

T WA AR (e T g wsita-
garfzar || [sa agrgevafias ragfasaan faa-
Ffa-fRig-maaare wqidmIfag agssImi Seara: |
AT TF SRATUSHHI JA sfan: | I frarargara-
safqaifefn:  awifaar wnfefmaafaf@s <@ W=
Frarararat gfen faafrenfeiagia | garf-
Taaas wanfeata: | qErarEl wETIER | AR a -
FERASAET | IR SFAIEINal  fragHe
SATFAFAAT | AT wen axfasnfasgeag gra gwafy
zf afkfirzasfaeat sseen: | wurqafrarasin et
TASHEFTA: | &Y oy o el srennerenf @ < o
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a7yt fqaegadg gszeqq | gAq A1 9@ (4E¥ aq
aafr frarqadg 1 AlfgcasgaarnEs geain | qaka
afvgre | @ ¥ SFF@rgEIHaey: saaeIgaia: 1] ax
afenq A aFATAITT TR IGIAISFIL, TATF I
gifelaud w@azgesre fedlm ST@@EEIC | T g
ggqaeaifafaed  cgasE@SFIq;, weeq  artasalAAr

ATy, a4 SIraEEEd faval Aoy, afgvaem
TaFFIfEAT sareaeay 11——0p. cit., pp. 182-86.

Kuntaka, in his Vakroktijivita, does not regard THIJ
as a separate figure of speech at all, and criticises his prede-
cessors including even the Dhvanikdra for holding such a view.
According to him the designation IHF is quite a misnomer
inasmuch as ths possessive suffix AT 1is unmeaning and
misleading even. We quote below selected portions of the
Vrtti on Vakroktijivita for the convsnience of readers :—

<, ZAA TARAT: AHAA AR AT BT
sREaUIgEE sl fFusafa—

“SFIA T AT TEATIAATHAT 1

sqearafafeaaen Tsaiagaiy |
. .afezay auEa—aq FATNATBFAAT  FIFAATFITAT-
fraaw s iansson gl fafmawma: ade
weafaq gagaaafy afwegfy | <wasssEg sl amsd
qreafgaagasty 7 GEEd)s gamg  qur g—afk
FEUfa T AT Fg qe-
waT wigasay | afs a1 ggereTwa  afeargrafrasaT-
catae Fofaeg=ay, aaIfy qgrfafaanrasssEaaar SaE-

I, saegWEATEaT wq  goad:—Jayaratha’s Vimarsini there-
on.
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) .
fiag 1 RN T sfmaft MEshawarEararal-
A WIS FIGAMNGRINAN qarify fawreqd 1 ..o
ST —eRTATE AT 1 wetA AT ade-
TAAT=T TARSHTATIAAIET | oy 7 @) faed frssfr
geaft wscaaiafy aaaesr 3 ssigui: R, <@-
Fivargt swFRAfy fAvrmaEr a1 a7 qEfemT e
Tgaafafagaag qemia< faad aeqE) a1 Feg-
aafa =g, awfy ggeafefiom: H1s9) o g7 <gass-
FIEAIRA:  EFEa afgeay 2 faRwffes (@)
qardl 7 Ffeaq afkqad gerariea s exafarfamm-
@ | qiEggeds AW Y9IIewIEd  gsrdaglis
Faraafed@ | ...... qIT  FIACLLMAGAT  TGIGH-
F13ed, fredamargfavada Siqardiar favafawmt sqaear-
d, afa 7 fazsqamsd faznify 1 aeRg a¥qaramis
g g Aqaqsfaagiafaaatg arda wangaar-
i atyeefyaaar ffdvaE a1 anffe ggrufafrsasa-
FreETET qAFATAIgET 7 Aivged yasaq zfa  afgorfzang
qAgfefn | afs ar dfrmmrawainfaar  waEee
gfame, aaifrgaqeaargafa—
TSI JIFTE JATF g WEE: |
F1e% afenmasrdr warfafely ¥ afy u sfru

AAFEY AR SEFAREF AT SrafaefaT aag-
aar fafraeqamm: ggrufaesrat sfoad 1 ey qo-
sqmATEeIfRgE Rttt fagsad  qyafadseati-
TEEAT I.. ..

... T3 =, FEd afersewd @tz 5f w s
¥aw, 7 g @At aqwaser fid ffsaafaies
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AT 1—Op. cit., pp. 156-166.

TEXT
§ 931 frRg—

andasgrasa asfed & g wan )
AsITAaRARFIY Reasan FIETIT 181

q quy’ wfreamfE araTesrd @ qu Q-
fegq 1 aET-Teresurswfi . 3 gAEEiera-
SEHW qasq1 FIHEED N

EXPOSITION

§ 13. We have noted that Dandin and, following him,
Udbhata in his lost Bhdmaha-vivarapa took up their position in -
favour of the identity of the gupas and alamkdras. (1.Sec. §3)
It was Vamana who first endeavoured to draw a line of
demarcation between these two categories, but he differed
essentially from the Dhvani school in so far as he posited
riti as the soul of poetic art, while according to the latter it
is the suggested sense ( dhvani), that constitutes the very
essence of poetry. Another important point of difference
between Vamana and Dhvanikara is that while the former is
a follower of Dandin with regard to the number of gupas
and posit ten such properties—both belonging to IS and
9, the latter following Bhamaha recognises only three—viz.,
argd, A: and JATE.! The following estract from the
Kamadhenu on Vimana’s Kdvydlamkara-sitra-vrtii is very illumi-~

1. Compare the following ecouplet occurring in the
Séhityaciidamani of Bhattagopala—

‘et W g fefe wgE am SmA e aq-
grag AMa wEeg: 0P—Ibid, vol. 1L, p. 190 ( Trivan-
drum Sanskrit Series Edn. )
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¢

nating as it brings out clearly the difference between the
respective view-points of the two schools :—

“Fegal AfaaAeasly qUATATHSNET et
aey fAeaE™a AEFIHENIATIgHEA |....qasq  qfw
SrFlEgRiEg T arqEate e g st
TTET=CIAAETE (esl:  gAR@FU  sfa  fAeeiad b
AT AT AR ATt graragar feafg-
WHRAR ARTAEAT AR gaAwgear  feafaffr
rempTEa ey 3fq 1 A gleofkaafe skesfwmae-
fradg a1 & qurEErafy QafaEE@sraet adoR
FeRTe gaaEEsar fafafkft ) gasw qumEmrm-
waafy gaaragsal feafafafraraaavaifan agir-
JARAIAT agad af*ATEdH 1., .. 6T CF ATTIAEIETETAT
TE AAFITRLIAASFIRAAG T sqURTAT TG TI= |
ta=T gfq @@ frar =fa g% QA fraamssamm-
frcacaq sfa gaoar gagar oAl sreqsgag I ISHRE-
qF wafq ) 9T q 9Wd FEIT T safteds
FIEAW , TOOATS TETGS AEAH Hleqq , FEATTATAR
faawat #eaw, sfa swwEawar sfrar gy
TogTAT  FEdl,  GfEdeEEiET  sisrf-
afassed MESTAT, AYT-GFAENET Ay areaNar:
Foad | Afqsafrarenadifaieg Fa) safywear
FEAE, § UA JEIATANTF  Seqwaafy  amenfassr
TUT: | SRS AR AfFASST AFFT 3 7 gAqfy-
sz 11—0p. cit., pp. 71-72. (Benares Sans. Series) .

All later writers on Poetics have systematically followed
this distinction between T0’s and HAFFIT’s as shown by the
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Dhvanikgrq with the one prominent exception of Jagannitha.
The gupas are the exclusive attributes of T—the gsoul of
poetry, and reside therein through the relation of jnherence
(guamg ), while the S@HTT's belong to A and 3rsf through
the relation of comunction ( TATT), though in the last
analysis they serve to highten the emotional effect. Tt is but
a direct corollary of this theory that whereas the alamkaras.
are susceptible of removal and substitution, withgut any
commensurate deficiency of the aesthetic effect, the aup’s.
cannot be removed without causing the very deaty Of\:the.
soul itself. Thus while T[UT’s are essential to the very existence
of a Kavya, the alamkdras are merely external appendages.
Govinda in his °Pradipa admirably brings out the distipction
between the two categories: TF TH‘F#TE@?&%@@ afg
qaHeaT , qoried afd caeatrEiRa e, aoireagaia
WETRE A wwoAd  [OUAT TR | gy
WTFERFS qfd asqfad, qany afd  weafymfcd,
Al TElapTeRed ST AT S w11

—Op. cit., pp. 174-75. For Jagannatha’s crifigye of this.
definition of TT’s as the exclusive attributes of rpsn, see-
supra.

TEXT
§ep 1 quT A— R
STEI F 7L 9 SFEAT W, |
TR FISTAIRI AT IEESEE ol
SR T AR A AR

wmqwmw HETRT & TMLASEN Qo | ey
wAsTEsty ararfafi
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EXPOSITION

§ 14, Wr“clﬁ' is the property of the sentiment TEIL
‘but, even though it resides in HHI-LH, still it is commonly
‘used to qualify 353 and Y, constituting the body of poetic
art, as they serve to suggest the attribute of mqﬁ Thus
usages like HYR: e, AT A etc. are only secondarily
justified on the basis of superimposition (?craﬂ) or fransference.
Compare : AT ua fz g1 Flufeay arsRey, a9r
WET WA Qo 7 aulam | safaq g i
THETE AFTHGTAREAT] AR AT FIT FeAR-
HagraaaT sl faqqsfanma qy s, sk
fT qidemEmEaE  ft sfaswasdiaar gur
sagifa, agq Aqufc-sasws-ggurafiauiat aguf-
SHARRIATRAGUCCAIF@AT  auiai  glgamifzarso
wafe,  weRfaaTsmal  JnmdgEEkait,
gIgFafasTasdifaarear  sgEgcfa ) g @ Ayt
@aal: gufadauedsad, T g FUATAHAL 11— Kdvya-
.prakasa, Chapter VIIL

Abhinavagupta thus explains the significance of the
restrictive particle QF in the kdrikd : .. - HER T SFIHT
o =i —amT Wird sqafsead, afy g arrae
TEEET TRAVEA T AGATEA:, ITART J TRIGA -
FIOT ANFA —Op. cit., p. 208. But Jagannitha contends
that this position of the Dhvani-school is untenable. The
attributes like Hrﬂ\rﬁ' etc. that are posited to be the exclusive
properties of TH, have no objective reality, and their existence
-can be proved neither on the strength of Perception (S[Ezraff-

SHIY ) nor by Inference (3]7\{}{1?{ ). They are solely ideal
«constructions consequent upon the abstractional faculties of
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our mind. So there cannot be any logic ‘behind the argument
of the Dhvani-theorists, and even 3[3%, 31'5', a'vf, AT, afa
etc. can be as much qualified by maﬁ etc. as IH itself, on
the basis of the causal relation subsisting between the former
and the latter which are practically indistinguishable from the
final aesthetic relish ((H%raf‘ﬂrr ) or the eflfects thereof—viz.
i:ﬁ]‘, Zifea and {931y, without resorting to Jaksand as in the
former view. These arguments are certainly formidable and

illuminating. We quote below the full text from Rasagarigddhara
bearing on this issue :—

“roat wa gh-Aifta-frsmenfaataagam: @
g | At Feg-agursear g A | -
AJY TG IGATAIAY AFGAT ALY THAT, Aoy F7
TEATRAT SHAGIT  ATHTASET T TATAAZTLINTATRET
gfg aezwgraa: 1 AsHY FrgdY sTagET WAAIRIA AT
Tyt wagAa 5 wEw ¢ gasRaft sy 90 e
FIATEAFTACT IOERET 7 PasqarsTwaadr | geafs-
Fraafaval @FEFTISAT @TATATATAI | ATg-
o fErseaTl RATEFTRURATY FIROATT=BIHIAT UTATH-
FaTatafy 3q | mfafeassing WA SROAaTET TrweT
TG | PTFICFRO-ATFATAT AT TICAT FABTORS, wIfa-
feaFedu FTEFEATIAAT FIAAN T FT=AT 1 90
CERCRUEURICTIIE R U ESE R HECHRRIRERZ BRI G aa
T, ATLFITAT FILOGEAT ST | &9 T grfafeas-
YT FROEA @TEAA | F T AreEd) N vaaIsEE -
TIRE ATEATAATHAIANT | gF qguiia-afagoeaaly
FIATNTATY, TIUCAT 07 O TEATRHATS | T LFRA
aq¥-ganfesnagrc suftafy ¥g @ o gafkfwa-

3
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FfardiTeT | AT gt ar wreat-
famameg 11 sATEIEg AW seUT gfd sgagIas-
qT | TAITRE  AGENIAGAT TR G- TATTANT
T W@ A sragifamEtE L qur ¥ ey
AT AR SIA A7 wew 3f g wgAn 0”7
—Op.cit., pp. 66-68 (NSP. Edn,).

530 ;. . . . GTITRUH—Here the author covertly refers
to the definition of m%:\fﬁ’ as furnished by Bhamaha-viz, ‘s
Tifqaaeardaes Agfaead”’ (Kavalapkara, 10. 3). In the
printed texts the reading is—‘‘37eq AMfTIITAIT F1g EERS
favay.” See Ricaka’s Kavyaprakdsa-samketa (edited by
Prof. Siva Prasad Bhattacharya in the Calcutta Oriental Journal
Vol. II. No. 7-8), pp. 55., fn. 5. According to Ananda-
vardhana #{535q is not the uncommon characteristic of qrala",
as it is equally possible in the case of BﬁGTH\' as well.

1. It isintersting to mnote that Vi§vanitha also equates
Iﬂ'{ﬁ' etc. with f, and criticises Mammata who holds that
the former are the cause of the latter and consequently dis-
tinguishes them from each other, Compare : foyTzfIwIERaY
TR AT | A FAAGFRA— A gRwon =i, av
T AT G RIAACT FTAATATAR —Sadhityadarpana,
VIIL. 2 and vrtti thereon. See also Rimacarana’s comments :
AT FHAEe gt sTge @ adsas |
AT ETHHCATIEAT SA AT Iaaeda A qeasiarassasea-
wfeafaearge ©a agaeard sf W 1—oc. cit.  Abhinava-
gupta too appears to hold the same view. . .uqg AT A SIETET
TF A O JATHT Agaader | § 5 shyoreamwan TEATAT
T AT STHEAT W AT AR e —
Locana, p. 2:3.
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TEXT .
- ha >~ o
$oul ygid fauEwIed F5U T 9E994 |
Q Q_ e . o °
qugdaiE af gifa JaEEntaE a9 1=
n O
fEeggR-TRaeg  qrgdq FET Aq!  9Eed-
graEaafays-fafaseng, st o
EXPOSITION
§ 15. It has been stated in the previous Kdrikd that
HIY; 7 isthe attribute of THIL The present Kdrika states
that f%’ﬂ'@:’q%‘[ﬁrr{ and FTIT possess that quality of maﬁ
in a higher degree, becausc as a result of the realisation of
the last two emotions the heart is more softened (R’cﬁ\iﬂ)
than in the first case. Others again hold that there is some
difference in the degree of qrg& in the case of fay&wT and

FE too, the latter excelling the former, which on its part
.again is excelled by a+q. Compare Rasagangddhara : “'{%{G\r:

3y frfedy wed saaERatel g an
“STFIR HATITET FeHTgd qqisiaaiad &e, aral fagee,
ety awr ) guawiaframtEagasaarfefa
Ffag | FNTIFRIG FRO-aTIAEaramia e’ —
TR | FOTIEIRE  Feu-faresrawy afaafang
q gASIATNT qIIaIq’ A4 | qF TAA-AHAETAT: FEA
fagerd geara Fifqgafeaay sfa =i gEaggeq
TENATLATATT  FAUT TIEATTFIIATHI ¥ T SAICATFATT
gwarg | weAed g 99 SeuAEaTel fageraed wrai-

o aft ggzaramgaatsha aef, qer e gamg.. . —
. 66.

1. Kavyaprakasa, VIIL. 48.
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TEXT
Se8  YzEdl 6 &l
qEgea FlEgafeq: |
agsTiaaRe TeaTyl-
aifsraie saafeqanm_nan
wEm o we W ffegsteat | ATt
FHOUAT § ©F AR | AAYEIEAGT TEa) A -
FUMETIAE F4 399 | TIT—
gsazgey fMaavengifam-
geIftalegeTT garReT |
TIAETgIA T o
& afrefy saimg 2! diwe o
TR IR T SN AT TaaT:  SESTaF-
frdm: 1 TaT—
7 1 78 frafe sawases: awedtat yat
At 7 wrgTEm yTfEmaT miyt wayan
a1 FErgwaaret st afy o a7 73 wWie

TAFIEE a8 I S aRAFaTIsey |
—3eATEt g o

EXPOSITION

§16. dfea (a particular state of mind like ‘kindling up’}
is caused by the emotions like 1§ etc. and this giftg s
primarily denoted by ;T As Abhinavagupta explains
“afea: sfaugg’ad fawg-frearessaeaeaaE | a1 =
KAZEEL BT\TW'T ZATEYT " —Thus, though ST‘T'GfG‘ is identical
with &Tftq, it is used as an atiributc of emotions like g,
1T and VT by transference, and consequently such usages,
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as 3?7@5&’7 TH: are justified. Again, by a second process of
transference, it is used to signify 3[eX, AT ete, that suggest
those emotions, and we get SITSITAT ez, FIsTEAT A etc,
‘Compare *Locana : “......qqT LT ARG TIAFAT
FISTA ST TEEAUT TFRTG | A7 FIL0 FAM-
1o AErfEld AiwEsEae: | qal siaa-sgear ad-
FFIGITT Tea)  SNAHE-IFAEEIRasiy  arfaeEd |
A AsATEAE | AQIEETIEE:  SaRaAe-
atadzfirfiaar: aummisafy dfafegsay e ga—a
T:— gearfes |—pp. 210211

FIIFIAA . o o ATFTH—W ords that suggest 3ﬁﬁﬂ\‘ should
be components of longcompounds, Mammata enumerates
the formal elements that are suggestive of Sﬁ'&m: thus —

T ST AATFATARIAT 0T eAAL: |
arfe: atgfagsd e6 9ga sl 0

Fi-gaadEramant: ffigagdar o o gafe
TN A1 TET FEqFAY JeAT: AT qEIT I TSI,
NFTLAS: TRTFTY Seaara:  FFer FEeAr: sied: |
JEIEH— MEATEAFA <AT(& | —Kdvyaprakasam, ~Chapter
VIIL. Compare also :—“A%asd fgaia-gdad-aneai-
frgmAnNsarafEad-aaagedidieal  wE-TRraaT-
feauainrrgeEeT Aredd sgfelgar gt
RIS st —Rasagangadhara, p. 80.

Anandavardhana cites ‘FSGgYT— ( Venisamhdra, Act. 1.
21) to illustrate how harsh letters, conjunct consonants of
which Y% and HZTATOT are components, and long compounds

can suggest the quality called Bﬂ‘sﬂg, irrespective of the sense
conveyed.

TAAFAATETA ... ...fATT:—The  suggestiveness  of
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L
the meaning does not require long compounds and depends o
the theme being of a heroic import.

e I TOUUURR 9gH—This is Venisarithara, TIL. 32. Here,
there are no long compounds, and yet there is sufficient
apprehension of aﬁaq , on account of the judicious sclection
of words that convey a sense full of heroic grandeur. Cp.
*Locsna 1 YA TATNARET FATY (qHegwM@Ie: 9I@ 97
s a3 amifag gageTeady dftafagegay 1—
loc. cit. Abhinavagupta admirably points out how BICLY
and Sﬁaq; are mixed together in definite proportions in the
emotions like T, FEY, ATTA etc.——“ﬁf@f@t‘ AFRE-
gar wgd wFce fawmmdam Fensly sgefafy am
gan | gFAFd awfrafaaaraasty fawrass Seaqar
SIS gFsT AIGATETH | ATAqES I | wEa g fEwra-
afgamT sufERm gge Fafgangfafe fam—
°Locana, p. 212,

TEXT

§ 9 | GATHE FEAET IF GG 9 |
q 9HE QU I STEET
g0
T @S TR | T T GG q0E
FAEAENATEE  Eainds geasdr safear
{12 1l
EXPOSITION

§ 17. The attribute called J&T& (Perspecuiry) is common:
to all the emotions and is not the exclusive property of any
particular sentiment. It consistsin the transparence of words
and meanings. The words must be such that the readers may
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not havs any di?ﬁculty in grasping theif sense inumediately,
without any contemplation! So also the theme or import
must not be obscure and must have a universal appeal.
Consequently the presence of IHTE renders the realisation of
an aesthetic emotion quick and devoid of any impediment.
Compare Abhinavagupta’s comments : GHAGFT TEINIFS
- gEAEaTad Sfy 997 97 SARAET G WG -
FESTRATRAT | AFAARFGEAT T | JIH(GA
qgE AW GITHEAT 0| TG qgrfad mgasd
JsTeRTIAT: GAdHE  qI(qd TEIF: 1— Locana. Mammata in
his definition of YIS makes use of the two metaphors
employed by Abhinavagupta in theabove extract :
ARG T=oTeaq g9a T |
qreATeTeaq Saraisar @37 fafgafeafa: o
-—Kdavyaprakdsa, Chap. VIIL
Thus, the Dhvani-theorists posit three gupas only. The
twenty gunas, belonging to ¥[eg and @, ofthe ancients like
Dandin, Vimana etc. can be comprehended within these three.
Moreover, not all of them can be reasonably regarded as
positive excellences, some of these being indifferent, while a few
again turn out to be defects under certain ciicumstances and it
is a misnomer to call them gupas indiscriminately. Compare :
Ffageaiasay digamig ¥ faan
@ warfeq el gafaq 7t a7

I. As Mammata states :
TR AR TAATEAT HAG |
GTETOT: AT & THIET O |3 |
—Op. cit., Chapter VIII,
Also Jagannitha : JTATAT I FAGAATT faagw] HaaT
qqtesg—Rasagarigddhara, p. 8o.
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L]
—Kavyaprakdsa, VIII. 7 and vriti thercon. For an elaborute
discussion of ths views of the ancients oend meoderns ontle
number of gupas, see Rasagangddhara, pp. 66 ff.

TEXT
§ = | AfAgeTIEE i At 3 = giga: )
SRTIARET FR A 81 ST 1)
2N
sfwey v 1 yfageEm: qfaam sfr s A=
amtnar asg ’zrgx "ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁ?ﬁﬁfﬂ TFR A1 AN
il f aff { AT TERSEAAT saFE §

TRREAL | ey fE awrﬁ'qaiwaa T I -
SRl AT SEfra: S o

EXPOSITION

§18. It has been a common practice among the authors
on Poetics to classify the defects into two groups, according
as they are unmiversally so (fﬁ'iﬂ'ﬁq} or not (ﬁfﬁ%ﬂ‘ﬂ'ﬁr)
Thus, the second group comprises such defects as srgfagcaear,
ATAIGT, JTRFAE etc,, while the rest like TYITEHI,
faotacg ete. would be classed as belonging to the first
group. According to this classification %fagsaaa would not
be a defect in the case of emotions like TIF, 1T and HIATTF
where it would be regarded rather as a positive excellence,

enhancing as it does the effect of the aesthetic relish, As
Visvanatha states :—

“THRIfX FETI AT IR WA |

ARTRT g WA g ot wag 10”7
—Sahityadarpana, V1. 16.
Butin the case of *IFI, the use of harsh letters has to be
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studiedly escheweé. As Jagannitha observes : e faziuar
EE L1 H TN A WA CAGT I GETE
fagadiaag-asr-fgm@airariamt WgsaaEes-
gawEy g@t o-u-a-faamt waraar ganer wggauiea-
AT AGFTTAN AFSAT qAAG | GAN-NIFT-TET-
giwrer affw-agir-afagamer ggadifc g6 07—
Rasagangddhara, pp. 84-85.

This twofold classification of defects is justifiable if we
posit the existence of a soul, viz. TH, as distinct from the body
°(’Q'T?°T?i) of poetry which is composed of 2T and AL The
defects become only so, if they mar the beauty of the soul,
though we usually refer to them as belonging to T[e§ and 31T
Such usages are only secondary. ﬁfﬂgﬁ'—‘;ﬁﬁ' is not a universal
defect, because it does not mar the beauty of the soul (viz.
TH) in every case. It mars the beauty of {JFTY, but not of
Tg. If this be not regarded as the criterion of the above
«classification, ﬂfagﬁﬁa would also be counted as a variety
of faemaly, for the letters would remain harsh irrespective
of any consideration of the nature of the emotion to which
they might be related. Compare Mammata :—

I. As Abhinavagupta observes : “UGHEAIE TF LNHHIT-
gy faadAmen gfr wexd  Prafrasfaweisaengae
g 9reey gt adfrgae—aafagsaied  wefs 0’ —Mammata
observes that this division of defects into two classes proves
beyond doubt the existence of the suggested semse apart from
‘the expressed semse : ‘afs o aEIFTRIAAET  THT-
SSSHFATET ATIAT TEISHIRAE AT fAeRiad  seErEEaita-
aeafafy fAMMFOETIT @R | T TR, gaead e
FEMEE | IEA-AEF AN AT AFAASAFAAEHIN
=g ey qgfaacan Fafasd  Feafasdrtead STvad g3 -
gaeqT |\ '—Kavyaprakasa, Chapter V.
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cqeATd R TERT qEATAIIHATE AT |
AT & FeRrEaT asafa i’
—Kdvyaprakdsa, V1I. 1.

The following extract from Hemacandra’s Kdvydnusdasana is very
explicit on this point —XFENTFIIAFY g TU-AIST HIAT
TEIAT: 1| TET FEARTETICALNAFY a1 [T, AT~
RATEG AL | T T T gHY, START g AGIHTILAL:
TERTAATESIN | IAAE 7 o A eageafa s rfaman
guify a=a Awreaara an, @AY = QT T g wEEEAn |
afs fg aan: egeafd draqarel  wsecamEal T A Wi
FEARY ArReteaTad: | aftaray Qo gar gelgaar
JATEFIATT T AWIEIENE g 39T seneguefaiaai
[UEGAT T QAT [1—Op. cit., p. 16.

Abhinavagupta explains q fagcarr”a in the karika as.
referring to the defects mentioned by Bhimaha in the couplet :

“ftgeege 7 Feqagsefuafy |
Afgasd qeragatat a9 Sgffay 1”—1. 47.
As he comments : “JfqgRIFT TR | FFARAIEIAEART-
gaa: ffagsen: | srdgeen: ardaeRewE st fasar: |
aqr— oA qgitasdt gradaigadfa’ =fa 1 Feqar-
TR AR 9IAL FEITATl TAT—FE eNE Tam
et pepeam: e ’ ’ Al £y
FAAAE | Al qwe, aEaE gqufs
FanTfa | T sfaaRalemauEd g | fieararg amEty
aart El‘ﬁ?ﬂ‘q {”"—°Locana. Abhinavagupta finally observes
that Bhimaha himself did not at all classify the defects in the
way- stated above, nor did he show that ﬁf‘agaa etc. can
at all be regarded as T’s in cases of emotions other than
*TFIX.  All this has been done by the authors of the
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Dhyani school for the first time. This is implied by the
word gfaT: in the vreti. Compare: gfaar gfy 1 7 3af

favafrurmesiag  aftord  fegaifedige fafeae
wafkiay | drvgE-gra-dQarsl Avmen ey ,

WFIRIRT T Foq1q afveaed 9 1o = gafqaats
WIg: l1—"Lacana, pp. 214-215.

TEXT

§ 98 ) FEAMFIAT GdT TGN WIAAET G |
AR T EF I REFSTH 2Rl
afgemr SIFh @R eI AR
ARAT T SHWEHRET ARG [aTee SO
I qiE e ¥ 9 anaraenfEsdE @
qanIE-aqTEmeEder  fvmErgaE-safiainfangs-
aftar s=an SeEmgar frdamt TR dvwsta-
gerqfire framt swfsrsaenfy @
wwRE Tfidery 9 e frge @ m aunfe
FFTEAIRAAEET 2t E-ai fimeen | dimw
T IR AEAgTafTEnfzea: gwEn | fueer-
wify s rifieamfresmEs | v 9 @95
ECICIGEIERITEIET OG- S AR Bl £ Rl Grol e
37 3f0 wmadzmya wwer aonefinen, & s
qAgEeEEE | §  ggnEn  sosafie-daeafe

Feqq fraamEt geamserEaiearfE 1

EXPOSITION

§ 19. In the preceding sections the Dhvanikdra has consi~
dered the nature of HABEAFHAFA— viz. g, ¥9I1g etc. Now
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.
he observes that it is not possible to enumerate the different
varieties of the principal emotions (¥H ) or of elements like
fawa, SITHTF etc., that are subservient (3{%‘) 1o them.
So also it is not possible to compute precisely the ways in
which the numerous figures of speech belonging to [T and
T can be brought into relation with the different varieties
of STE&EW‘%-TEZT%'E{ , as also the mutual relétions in which the
latter themselves can stand to each other, There would arise
-endless varieties by permutation and combination, which it is
impossible to enumerate severally. But if we leave out the
details, we might classify all the different varieties of W, WIig
etc. under one single category—viz. FaTeaTasaiq, since
they possess one element in common-viz. the property of
bzing suggested without any perceptible sequence intervening
between the cognition of the FI5YTT on the one hand and the
final aesthetic relish on the other. As Mammata, too, notes:

“SATITRMRE TTg weEesfEeET 1 wARAT  gHRw

srarrr—-lwavrw:rsrawaatr TOAT L gaTle— sy gIEdq

'WTQ'ET?TEITWH’TZTTH'TFR!I FOAOET H":TCUHH”—OP cit,.
‘Chap. V.

TEXT

§2o | fe@ Ast G597 3 ogqq-arar SERGICN
aﬂ'&tmr&a@w aa3 wfFsaf 1y

fewamwam fr sgaeami amgamRER wﬁq
IS TFFETREaR SmEaeEE afg: @avq
yigeafa 1 ag—

TFEANFA TARFCATIAT |
FHET gAY M ITE: TELEF: 1220
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At & o 3 v WAy A9y TR
9T 99T qgIsgIAr T ;TR | 9fFT AT
SIFITET STFET CRETGT-AGA AT FIHR1T ||

EXPOSITION

§20. In the present section the Dhvanikira proposes.
to show in brief how the various figures of speech can be
consistently brought into relation with TgeafH. He takes up
*TFIX as the specimen and lays down certain principles that.
must be observed in introducing poetic figures in general
in a dhvani-kdvya, so that the aesthetic effect may be the
highest.

EILET. .. . qF13%H.—In all the five varieties of FIX
where they are primarily developed { BTf‘ngr\ ) and not
subordinate, it might be laid down as a universal law that the.
figure of speech HAJATH ( alliteration ) based on the repetition
of the same sound-group (ie. if too much hackneyed ) is
apt to be an impediment in the way of the proper development
of the emotion, detracting as it does from the charm of the
aesthetic relish. Thus, in the case of XX, long alliterations
based on the repetition of the same letters or group of letters,,
must be carefully avoided. But, short alliterations based on
the repetition of varying groups of letters that do not
unduly offend the sense of consistency and having some
freshness in them, may be introduced without violating the
norm l2id down above. As Abhinavagupia notes : THFEF
eqacy eagear Bfasuray faeaaE 7 Slgta s@Teg-
RN |1—Thus AATH gonerally is not a figure that can fit in
happily with HFIT

1. Kuntaka in his Vakroktijfvita makes similar observa-
tions regarding ¥, TWF and other poetic figures 1—
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TEXT
§R8 | AEARAGE YR TAFE AT |
greratd SaifEe fageasd Fgea: nal
TR TFREET JISAEENA G-
AR TR TR e TE-TT-
TR G T | srfEeafieTad e
FTAA—FEAREA FAa TerfRTe qrrmf;rtqﬂr
afy awrs= FrOaEs Wigan fraent 7 s T 3
S S b =~ N -
‘el FrTay sera faaees atgaefaa: s |
afea =ier FaRECgeT freat g 5 57 ofa
EXPOSITION

§ 21. In the poem where the emotion of ML is pre-
.eminent, the poetis advised to carefully eschew such figures
of speech as JHFH, Fhard, 'ﬁﬁi@mr, etc. howsoever gifted
he might be. JATfEH..... T FaeT 3 — Anandavardhana
here observes that solitary cases of I etc., if they come
out spontaneously, are not ruled out hereby. The poet
should only restrain his natural propensity towards introduc-
ing such difficult and obscure figures in abundance with a view
to make a display of his own craftsmanship,

“qrfafrarafafgar Aoty |

g aafeanaAEa A esaet 1 —IL 1,
which has been explained in the vt as follows —fHEer e
spgftaral aoq ! a9 afafEs @ gAEdaselhae
fafear, ssmeataxfacad: | sxafan saefaw@s fy seggifae-
ofgml:  aETEAEFAnl TR EEesaEatag: ... .
EeCICRIC I C R C R G RN I EU G IR GRIR (G IR Gl
ERICICIESEE I CH CHIL (Re LI B CCE o I R SRt o )
wifae: 1--0p. cit., p. 84.
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fFaard.. ... . T s —This principle has to be more

rigidly observed in the case of fﬁ'ﬂ'@ﬁﬁ:r?{’ﬁ’l"{, for it is the
tenderest of all emotions, and any such obscure and difficult
figure of speech as JHF etc. is sure to mar the sentiment
completely. “IEY—AXA-IFTAME | T BT |
w7 T YEgeer faearst | gswgisiy frete wa
g, | FAIFTET"— Locana. The following extract from
the Rasagarigddhara should be compared in this connexion :—
........ Uq @uEa g g gt e ¥
Tifszsfaarafy wqT®@ 7 ggsSIq L G SAFIEIO-
frfaaasmfagearamasimaagsionsgraftTan
TaFEleY gWadrsty &faq frasdiamg | a9 fg § w@s=d-
MATHANGT: GEIF-g3 e R @ waas e
faasivg ) fagesd g gauq | gal AYTqAETIET fMuw-
faarfafdq-a@sgeds  gaaEly  a@EAATEaEy e
TEIALSATRIITAT 7 §auw  wEmEiEmwraidid
AT — AT PR —FATN= | T g FAFETals-
ATTCETTAT 9 QApAEATAYA, 5 g tgEdmaEy
ggd  MEASY [EAE, T AUAIEEREAD @
T 11'—O0p. cit., pp. 88-89. Hemacandra in his Kavyd-
nusasana quotes the following dryds from a lost work of
Bhatta-Lollata which read just like a commentary on the
present Karika :—

“geg AfcafEEmETe-AT-gT-giRanT a7 )

Flaafegearfarer faaafyat 91 7a: sawaq 0

gamE-afea - aasfazata e

sfqamaigy Tgiafarargt ar usfme
—Op.cit., p.215.

1. Namisidhu the commentator of Rudrata’s Kavydlarkara
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TEXT

§a1 = gferfindtaa—
AT TET d=9: QIIERDT 373 |
TIATTA-FATT: HISTFR =t 7 1380
foraatt smarhyatsfy. e wreer weilaRads T
EiE R cr l St W Cre e e LIS T tid
qas1 qeds TEiEd geafega: ) gqr—
FIS AT FEEZAUET &A1
fadial frsT@TmgaeTisaEa: |
g% 8 wErzaft AT @aas
fot gegertae g 7 g 190
WFE T AT FOWIN A e 3R A 7 e
TR TS TwAl AEANTT TEIRATAT e
fasoera, @ 7 wEnEfify ) 7wk = wrea gfeyds frmme
frres TArafor ooy, werfmeEivae
A R AT 79 geafify 99, A9 1 s weEat
f& frewmmzd sty wanliaten: s
TR WAk T FEEE wEeEa-
PEMEER | TIT 9 AANEENET  fmert

cites the second drpd under III. 59, which runsas follows =
‘st R gETEEEghn gRfataifieiaeg Sifmaats
Yrafzavany goiagfaa ™ aaq s adaesg e 1 —gas
ou-faefin fg g<% Tt Prrwrnty <wevet g1 frtwaeg
FOE-HEAL | Fa: FEqT aba dwata, g THIAT |
TR — AR E— (R ey A wvewTEay FqTEg-
frg <orEwag 7 0"



UDDYOTA If 49

wargsyt &t gw Sag T4 @ e -
T AGAAERY TIEIRAT TSTREAT
SURZAST R | qeAr A9t Ifeegd warhva
F0F-ZSRAY, g 7q_fermay | a9, wafw s,
TR T3], 99 TAFEWEEAT JAREAT f3fET)
|nE Fyarafesg . Affan g =ET @ AR,
9% qrAfaTeTeE, WEE |

EXPOSITION

§ 22. The Dhvanikara here lays down the criterion as
to which &&T% should bz properly regarded as instrumental
( 3?‘\3‘) towards the development of the intended emotion. A
poetic figure for the improvisation (f7sqf) of which no
additional effort is required on the part of the poet besides
what is unavoidably necessary for the proper suggestion of the
sentiment, which is the only end of his creative urge, can be
truly 1egarded as organically related with the poetic art. Any-
thing that cannot stand this test must be brushed aside as
mere external appendages ( afg<yF ). Thus IHF, I,
TGRS etc. can be improvised by the poet only after a good
.deal of contemplation and search after suitable words and
meanings, which for the time being distracts his mind from the
final aim in view—viz. the suggestion of the requisite emotion

1. References are to Candrapida’s first meeting with the
Princess Kadambari in Bina’'s prose romance (see Peterson s
Edn. of Kddambari, pp. 186-189) and to Pravarasena’s Setu-
bandha, Asvdasa XI (NSP. Edn.), where Sitd swoons away at
the sight of Rima’s severed head falsely presented by Rivana
to convince Sitd of her lord’s sad eund.

4
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(tmﬁ?wﬁa ).1 :I‘hus, they shouid be discarded as extra-
neous elements, as far as possible.  Abhinavagupta states
that though it has been observed in the previous kdrird thot
qUF etc. are to be carefully avoided in the case of TFIX
alone, yet it is not the whole truth. They must be universalj:
avoided irrespective of the nature of the emotion to be
suggested. Compare : ‘TRfI—T-ga57'd7 faararfaagza.-
AT FA weAraLEFdAT  gaEEaty, @ gamEe e
AR, T | 4 g Frfadcafy gawify 755 gfaegss
wafqsasda @37 1 agiemagivgaegagiidge-
fafmamEsafaadn g aar sTeR faves 7 fasua
FegFatafa wia: 1 quT ¥ <EsgE awAE 19 faay sfg
qraFaT FEafa \'—O0p. cit., pp. 219-20. Note also the following
kdrikas from Mahimabhatta’s Vyaktiviveka, as thev exoress the
same idea asthe present kdrikd of the Dhvanydlofa—

“F FrEHTLTITT AT FA:

aqa & g aqfafearadastaza: v

qq—gErg FwEEn qeEsmEsad: |

a@afaamifFqagsisesIveg a34an | — op. ci.,

Vimarsa, 11. 75-76.
FA GATS!. . 7 g FTq—Comp. *Locana :  HFawgeges -

FEAT QFEATAE FFRAEA T afafreesiaa
gewagEas!  AonefkEaRy  wier amg gwiad

1. Compare: “Iqeq gfxafrqeaemT szfes |
st o1 sqgesmeiaesT 11—
Sahityadarpapa, X. 13.
Also—"Td  TEIAIRFAAYY | FATEIIITAT T
qg g95=4q 1"'—loc. cit.
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Fradeaifygsearaaasdaafsyas @ a9y oc-
wrFsgfaREET wrmtrrasE Rl a1 weaorfaee-
qregdifa 1—op. cit., p. 220.

‘IHT%"E%H--H' TETFEH —The criterion as to whether a
particular JFHTT is AT ( conducive to the suggestion of
the desired assthstic emotion ) cr not, is whether it is
produced by the same effort that is called forth for the
suggestion of the emotion proper or not.

HFFLFALCT T . .. A caaHIT—One  mighi,  however,
contend that poztic figures like T qrETtE, o S{Fiﬁ'-ﬂ'é‘f%ﬂ' ete.,
ara no lsss dificult and intricate than JHS, a‘n:}‘?ar-b:%q etc.,
and they require as much contemplation and effort on the
part of the noet for their proper insertion in a kdvya as the
latter, that have been categorically tabooed from the scheme
of aesthelic realisation. So there can be no reasonable basisto
be found for this discriminatory treatment. To this Anandavar-
dhana replies : True, the said figures are as much difficult
and in.ricate as FAF, A ete. Still, the former group
differs from the latter in one important respect—viz. while

the former spring spontanecusly in ceaseiess succession from
the fountain-head of the poct’s imagination as he is absorbed
in the contemplation of the emotion in question, it is mot
so with ihe latter. The figures of speech like ®qF, gurgIiE.

SIFTE{SIHT etc., are nothing but turns of expression that
convey the requisite meanings consisting of proper fqara’s,
qIATEs, cte., that alone suggest the aesthetic emotion.
(77 in a’asrferqrama' mred: refers to the FT=AfAR, viz.
fawTa’s, SANE's ete.. that constitute the particular import
of words constituting 2 poetic expression or FHIL ; while
the second I° in ﬁﬁﬂﬁm‘\’fi‘l’ﬁ‘ refers to TYT: in the preceding
sentence. ) Thus, they can no more be regarded as external
appendages than the very thought itself of the poet. The
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. .
poet’s idea itself gushes forth couched spontaneously in thosc

peculiar modes of expression which are called poetic figures or
FSFHTT's, and cannot be divested of the lotter without being
completely metamorphosed in the process. Change the poetic
figure and you make the poet say something quite different
from what was originally intended by him. Kuntaka admirably
expresses this idea in the following extract from his
Vakroktijivita >—

‘o FREFERTE @ fagw |

TZATATAT qTE QIS FTIET FTFAT 1|
—IeFa@Hq , JuiFa gafq G ar fFEsaa
FFET | TARFHARFNG  ITAHET ATSATY T I
fagsaq « qan: FEFfaRTesTIIEr aegfasan AT
FA(—aIE T | [oFsa quF g, a9 gAIued
FNTANIaEEATg fawsg | FT ggar-—agurgaar 1 afafy
Fed IUYIT | AEATATIGIA: &I AITIZI0AAT q9q7
RI9AT | qERata FaE: seregacgaEat sfraad
AT F ERATAATRAmEenEEEy  sgaafafafaay
Ag e AT | TAT—ART T: TS T-HeaqqN: TEFI-
wamar qzrat g1 gvaw sw@vdsadigTEagTaaar
oy aq & O TRA-FATE | XT GISFHIET F17ar |
qqAF A —ASFET  ASF-ARTET  gFoey
fAtcaragass a9 g FEar sfaFdaEn | 3

Faeq sregatafs fafw:, 7 g7 SEma@EEwT 00—
Op. cit., pp. 6-7. Compare also the following kdrikds from
the same work of Kuntaka :—
afaAT-TaHIRegwd 99 F%ar |
TSI vpaty ey 11!

1. Compare Vrtti : @A RATE:—IY  FlaNaeAfRITTRT
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ATFTIET FAAT TAEF I, |

ggegeet fraeafa graasiargeg o

AT iqEFEaTg Ly gy |

FEATRATATSB A afeseead 1)

T TEEW FTLHITATA (ASTEHAT |

FaATfasara=aq 7 g IREAT i

Arsfagasad 49 faavaFaar qarn |

FITATUGENT  FAITT TARAT: 11—O0p. cir.,
1. 34-37 & 43.

ag (HEFFH....STFEE@{——There are, however, poetic
sompositions, rare though, where THF, STATH etc., are met
with and yet there is no appreciabl: loss of aesthetic charm.
Compare, for instance, Raghu-vamsa, Canto IX.! In Ananda-

vardhana’s opinion, here, too it is the sound-effect due
to IHF that is really more attractive and as such predominant
( an'ﬁng ), while the emotion plays 2 subordinate réle (7.
In the case of THTHTH, however, the introduction of JHF
etc. is not barred.

azf:—{am g..- .qUFHT:—But where the element of
emotion is pre-eminent, the poet should bz well advised to
totally avoid these figures of sound, that are detrimental to
the succzssful development of sentiments in general.

TEXT
§3 1 »WHI%IQ’I Hﬂ{i?ﬁﬁr.

:rsawrar‘r FﬂT‘TTfﬁ'ﬁa‘ an"rsfcr FFAWFC  TIEHT qivgE - loc.
Cit.

1. Compare :—'IEELTIT NI Fq4 T FHGHIT
Fifafaga aaFfa TER a1 F9a0 —Kuntaka’s Vakroktijivita,
Vriti on II. 6-7.
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wm fz afv ar= wrafn Frfafan

THA T g7 ' frfer qzrEas |l

aETfefasd g qamaEiser A |

ATy sy Fenresi 9 fr=a |

TATTATEIITRT TA5T37 area

AT TR TFAT AT |}
EXPOSITION

§ 23. Anandavardhana sums up the theme of the prece-
ding sections in these mnemonic verses of his own,

TEXT

§22 | TAAL STRRITET SFTTEA STSHELSS
AT —

FEIRAE qFR wHieT faEta:

TAFICIESRET afq Tondara_ 1 gon

SEkany ﬁz NATE ?TWW’%%TTWW l
TS FRET TrfeangEr R A A,
T FAOMAAAE,, T daew 1f2 wﬁ&"q fafa-

574, mmm (e aaeid AEERg-
e )

EXPOSITION

§ 24. If poetic figures like ®qF etc. which have already
been noticed and defined by ancient writers like Bharata,
Bhamaha, Dandin etc., as also others that might be improvised
by future authors ( Feuy = %ﬁz’q’a ), can become auxiliary
(Sl‘g') towards the suggestion of the sentiment of love CTEN),
if they are introduced after due reflection ( FHIET ) as to
their appropriateness. True, that Dandin in his Kavydadarsa
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remarks that all‘ alamkdras in general ‘tan add emotional
grace to a piece of postic composition ( ‘FIH TR B HI
Tqayg fAfysaf ), yet his conception of rasa was widely
divergent from the Dhvanikara’s. Moreover, he did not
lay down any definite rules as regards the judicious introduc-
tion of poetic figures on particular occasions, as has been
attempted by the Dhvanikara here.

TEXT

S 1w Ry fafaams adie—
TIa= a3 9TE3T AFAT HIIFA )
W T EO-En] ATEFESURET ksl
feg 21al MEE 99T TIITTA
BIFEIA FITEAFIAGAT_ 1280
TRTAETEAAAT: AT aggaar e
31—
=F=aryi 218 sgafa T Jaunal
GENENNT WafE 93 sotfT |
it s fafe ety
q9 FRATATCIITR TaT%d @3 Zal |l
w7 ff gre-waafeE R @y

EXPOSITION

§25. Anandavardhana in this section lays down certain
principles that must be rightly kept in view by an aspiring
poet if he desires to keep in tact the emotional effect. The
first of these principles is: faa@r aqaeeds aifgem
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FITFT-—The dlamkdra must not be allowed to rival or
transcend th2 charm of the assthetic relish, and must always.
be kept subordinate to the latter, which is the very soul of
a poetic composition. To illustrate this, Anandavardhana
cites the verse ‘a@rq‘f%‘f &.:_'ﬁSIQ’ etc. The poetic figure here
is %wrafrﬁ'a, as Dusyanta, who is the speaker, vividly
describes the movements of ths bee that hums and buzzes
round Sakuntald's beautiful lotus-like face under the guisce.
of a lover as it were,

The postic figure is quite in unison with the sentiment
depicted here ( viz. ﬂ;ﬁﬁv-qqr{) that is predominantly
suggssted, and as such can be truly called an alamkdra and not
through courtesy alone. As Abhinavagupta notes : %‘ AYHT,

aaiEfrara s aaTesanT afy aearang gegaastacaamT
ZAT AATHATAIAGT (AT | & @ 39 fAqrT saga-
fog a3 sftardeafafy ageast safreifyon goaasy-
affa: 1 guify FARTETF TS GATET, FARGT HEAT-
fasrasasss tglaaaaruaiq, 4 g galafreswar afy
afkgeas Fraamenfy agears wRsaTed A aaamE-
frgg 1 uny flequefrar guagEd ghe g g
AT 1 ATUEAFAGTAATTT  AAG RIS AGIATTATS
gAF  TRIAAT AR | GG IFHA-ATG-FIIIATIT
fafraryg  fefrarfeegaeaaangmat fadf
FATEAATAFAEFIUSHATHT  TFTIHEAGTT: | T g

yaEgHad sfFagen ofg wwwegwiaifzawy susaafals
AT |I-—Locana, pp. 224-225.

TEXT

§ 3¢ 1 ‘arfgadfa 7 oA wErfee wnfeae
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vin frafatslt gea wfesfien faafiar
qqi1—

T T ST A TETIATE |

MfrgarmfEzETT @Waad eI |

W i owinen wfpela faaan vl
Ferdifa |l

EXPOSITION
§ 26, In this verse, the figure of specch is gITHIFT

( see notes on  Uddyota1§ 35 ), since the effect which has.
been expressed in words and the cause implied therefrom are
both contextual (ITFIfF). Comp. “FHrfwma T Fr=a-
T Wghwsesift sagw vgwyswaafa FrammTaT
FfareeTaqaafmigEs sy sFramiyead et
fadaq o vgfr sy awdt 99 waamifyswE
TEIAEAFARN  FIEAIGITT AT sedT qdaafy )
——Rasagarngddhara, p. 547. The pozt intends to convey in
this verse the divine prowess of Vasudeva, who cut off the

head of the demon Rahu with his disc, But it is the mode
of expression that is more striking here.

1. The original reading in Mentha’s Hayagrivavadha, a
lost epic, from which the present verse is quoted, was THIfHI ™"
and not FHITHIA" which is merely an emendation based on
misconception. This is distinctly noticed by Riyvaka in his
commentary on Mahimabhatta's Vyaktiviveka. Compare :
‘extfra-zfa gmitaad o fag:, gedaer gfogsn gwraem
g’ AR TUMIN | dY SWagsT 9% afs 9IEsdAq, q&r
gegeREd A ARAl @ | JERREE oumwA  samds
Fwifwe fT sfa 1 7 @ g7 gw@mE 1—-p. 272.
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As Anandavardhana states : @7 1§ qaAIEqE. .. 8E-
Y. Compare °Locang : HAIE HIEAT—‘TARFINATT
g frafags, g @) dq FAsE
wifearaad amdyfT | ey ; argaamaE w7 fafa
g =ra =iwaggaar @ Safeq, aft g axiaead 1—
QOp. cit., p. 225.

TEXT

§20 e Attt TraEt gRify, A )
WA TfaT—

ERLIGCIRE RER LA R ICRE RS I R

CiRit " qEA TR R A AT |

e et augal AratEaE aE

73, F-EEEE A gva gear: FeTreagy ||
— 30T TS |

gRAafy 9 auaal Gwf FEaTgIoATss RIad-
Taar ) qgT—

v Aavgdcenfy seTet : S -
wamrrl FaigEn Teagy serer amfy |
FEATEASIEfRTT g2 ATl
9 JRIUAE | FASAT 9 G FA |
—y= fr sl PN aftsfme TSt
TafFay geonfy |
EXPOSITION

$§27. 1In this section Anandavardhana explains the
portion ‘FTH W FOL-ATN in the Karikd 18. The poet
should retain ( ¥ ) or reject (TAWT ) a particular HFHIT
according as it enhances or deters the development of the
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principal emotion. Anandavardhana illustrates the first variety
in the verse ‘Eg'rq}aﬁ?f'?ﬁ?@——’ ( Ratndvali ). Here the
figure is IYAT-37Y ( i.e. Simile based on double entendre )
and the occasion of the employment of this figure is in
keeping with the sentiment of Eeqifagwsy which it is the
-object of the post to suggest. Compare °Locana : TITAT
TRAL FEFT AT | STEwIET  REEEHL | AR
afersaarag sTEeT et faFTaT gar | qEr T gey-
FASEHE: | TaFAIGIHAT-THIRACHTE AAAT SATSEIER
AEATAGTATRGATARGTATH | (raarae e fes
ACAT A geafesd grqramaesal gedrraiord | gz
AEATERT FAAAAT, HIAT FAT T A SIHRST Loql-
fasmrasa wifgal ariafegasam  feagegsadmfaged
TAT ATAL FET ANGIHAEAA] TCALTATN TEr—
=7 wIa: 1 —O0p. cit., p. 226. As an example of rejection
{ AT ) according to the exigency of the occasion Ananda-
vardhana cites ‘TFIEH waqewa: .l ST fg....gﬁwaﬁ’—In
the first three feet of the verse the figure is %@5%’\:{ (i.e. am‘aqgg
‘based on THY ), but in the last hemistich, this figure has
been abandoned by the poet in favour of the figure of speech
qu’c‘fi’éﬁ, which is more capable of suggesting the mood of
f‘asrquzgrt than the former., Compare °Locana : TFJT
Fifga: | @gafy sggguT ) W o= gEEE favme

1. Aarfaareagfadesrataey rTaEq iR ——Hemceandra’s
*Viveka on his Kavydnusdsana. “aratg: qfadrgsmafyafi awmfy-
T AT, FfomImafa wadl AW mwraiEg ) ey
waEet fogaar  gf @ qon, @9 A« rarfaegst & g et
AL W —=Vikramorvasi, Act IV, isa close parallel of the
verse cited in the Vyeti.
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AAITGFINT Jfq AFGsIG | UF srfatrrarrra:rsaﬁ [ERIEICES
IR | qT UT FQROUISAT | WEIFIIAIRABFIT
fg qaar DTRAEFAT | FATATTAIT WIHE FATIAT—
‘AIIEFRTATRG (T g fAfquy’-gegaca, 7 g HASFIA-
yefaufesioar . afiaefuf favewwg  gmwasta
sgfaXFaraaar  asagaaml frasfarariar safiarfor
fassenafeqiusmoaasaT g 11—0p. cit., pp. 227-238.

The verse has been quoted by Jagannitha in his Rasagarngddhara
under the s:ction on sfgX%F. He criticises Appayya
Diksita, who in his Kuvalaydnanda, refers to the Dhvani-
kara’s remarks on this verse ( as recorded in this
section ), which seem to have been much misrepresented by
him in the heat of the controversy, Compare :—

“qafy gammAEFA ST Ed e A AR AAarar-
QAR —TFIEA  qI-97@agay wred: Farar gt
TAT WATRET  SFAAATRY:  qdgeafa-zfy, aafy
faway | THETHRAAT FaEag  qEUEERT g9
arrfatiary waly, o 9Ey SIS FTIGUF AT
TWIUEAT TA0A , § afais: | 99 0F AguSHT
SIS 7 qA, AT JATSFIETTAIT TEITFTITD: |
oo T T EANFAT GEIALTERT GHAT  I@ITIRT
FafEHIEa  FAfaegsfagn o gals’  gerwan
‘IR ¥fd 78 @gRagiF T STwg 1. ... "—O0p. cit.,
pp. 475-76.%

I. But compare Nigojl Bhatfa’s arguments in defence
of Appayya Diksita’s view: “sr3g fowgg—sunmife soid
JUIATT FF0ANT [NTTFIGT AR | qeT AR -
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TEXT

§z¢ 1 T ErgTalE: | F aff ¢ w@wRr-
A wrafnrewt a0 9
TERFRT =30 99 ff sowfavy g 3
TERERY safis-aifaatad, § ey fvm ) g9r—
‘@ =feTiET 8T ag_ﬁﬁtmaﬁa’-zﬂfn SENR
¥ T AsE: e e fvmisTw safaiser afy
Tdfrd frrasE R fae, ag_maeafivar-
W W A e safREeen 3
ari gesfivr 3fa 3, 71 safiwen smRwf
ZoAE, AAT—

T FQTIANEIAATSAFATIEAY e
TR sSTETE T 7 Tfar A1 s |
JrHtaufa: qaglE, T QAReEr Arvgeorfay A
7f% : @arTEn gErg faediedives A
T DETERET RN BT Ry

Farfa, Ffaaarsti Ty, Ffragrardaty | sfmr-agre-
RN SIFIAFIIS TI | qF AT AT EEtaeTT |
T I G FATEr IR -agaaeaTat: awiaaca-aaatea-
@ral ¥ UGS daEtT  awer EeReEr faxty-
AT ATHATANT AR A T SRR a -
srarfe-zf gdtfawdaamn  fgrprstatragad favasts-
oFd: qdaeaft | w@ uF Setawaft gew sodsaa: w9
qeaq 3fa ard af@dq | vdT eaTRyeE Sarsy s
ETA | gEIEALAAST SeAfRaa: gewed foenrafiysa
THHIOCN: T4 TRIFIET Fq ATAAT I—loc. cit.-
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frafaderm, @ WAISTH 9T T AL TH G-
fra fror greaeEf gafaarfrareares zanw @
TIT—
s wiAEs s ErEr -
wafr=STgtsn msfanerearmfetpgd:
weE 2fagE AT T g SuIEE-
P8 e ad wwa | A R
—zeqrEt |

EXPOSITICN

§ 28, ATABFAIT....97—Now it might be argued
that in the verse “TFA=FH—’,
dent figurss, viz. 397 and FF[AYF, as shown presently,
but there is only ome figure of speech which is E)
sARF (FFT ), quite differenr from the former. So i
cannot be stated that =7 has been rejected in favour of
anfass, for it presupposes the existence of two independent
figures, a false assumption. Compare “Locana—*f&F q=ifa
AEUGFERT A ; ag 4 o & oar qdafef
qregriaard: 17

TJ... .QEZTT'QST-—Anandhavardana now defines the scope of
gxT proper, and  distinguishes it from a case  where 3BT
and 935 are both independent figures. When both Y
and sfgR#F coinhere in the same substratum { word-unit ),
then and then only can there be a genuine case of TFT.
But when the substrata of the two figures are different, they-
should be regarded as two independent figures and not the-
constituents of a fertium quid-viz. &L, For example,
qgf:... .fAagT is an instance of FWWEAfAlF (HH ),

since the -expression HQF{: which is f5@se is the substratum

there are not two indepen-
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of aafg¥® too. Comp. °Locana : a’%ﬁrf‘!ﬁ” ETET | UFF
fg faoasewrgasfadiears: 531 azfteres g fao: .
a: gfv, afs ar ag gfefn: wgfefefy 1”—p. 228 Thus
it is really an example of TF-FITFTIITHFHTL

&7 {3....safa¥meq—But in the instance cited in the Vyri
—viz. ‘tafa'a'zr:[——’ etc., the two figures 9 and Eafﬁbvtaﬁ do
not coinhere in the same substratum. Thus z9%q beiongs to such
words as &g, fi‘fcﬁ?i‘(q’ etc., while the apprehension of
STTARF is given rise to by the terms T and TEF. So
it cannot be called a case of UFAITAFITIIAATT. AT GIle |
fEaeasgaeaemd | ‘REAH- TATAL: | @ Tf—vam
Tegifa: | sFase ASIH-GMFIE: '— Locana. afg =, ...
TTq—Now, it might be contended that if the whole verse
constituting a sentence be taken as ome single wunit instead of
such discrete words as TFJ, JIATF etc., boih zw9 and
sqfqi® can be looked upon as coinbering in the same
substratum, and the verse ‘IFILTHH— would be an insiance
of THY-qq¥F <. Anandavardhana argues that sucha
contention would leave no scope for %r'g {tT where two or
more figures come togeiher indepencent of one another, for
all such cases would be comprehended under gET.e As
°Locang observes : “qHm ATFARAT (AUAATHHT THigea-

E, A AFUIATTEARIENNG | &lEE  gEgwer
faad 1 fawa sasE (aafad geag)  oramEadeanr
FATAAETAY, N Tt GYhE: TN, §RR cve-
a1’ —p. 229.°

1. Compare : wgewss f90d weamaiomfammy | sgafag
9’ .—Kdvyaprakdsa, X. 141.

2. For the diference between ¥%Tand &gfer see our notes,
on Uddyotal, Sec. §36.
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5@;5{:\[‘(%:-? aArT...... IFATT —Having refuted the view
that ‘TFITIY—" is an instance of q$qraq;g§sr%{§f$z,
Anandavardhana proceeds to confute the view that it is an
illustration of ATATGITATZHFATIAFT. Others might argue
that the figure of speech 37[dF is based on FIAT, and as in
the present verse the sGfq® in the last foot is based on
SHETTHT, the latter is the cause of the former, and the
relation of HFINFHTA or ATATRATIAIGHFATT subsists bet-
ween them. So it is a case of ISY-UfAIF-GFL of the
.agrf'gmar variety. Anandavardhana replies that this argu-
ment is not reasonable. For, though sufqsF must be based
.on JTAT, still there is no hard and fast rule that the similarity
must be explicitly stated in so many words. It might as well
be implied and hidden in the background.! So, though in the
verss cited in the Vi S9AT based on ZIFY is expressed in
the opening lines, yet that particular J9HT should not be
‘regarded as forming the basis of the sqfae of the last line.
‘Compare Locana: AATATTH aafdi®:, ITAT T FVTLEA-
ararafy sy aafaissamrgs off ageaw faga
q% § AARAARF-AET AT qF qFaraamiashy
ggftelg | agae—fd @99 STAEL wameartiE
safg¥at wafq, Sq@ TerMEE | qA g9E gwafa—
FEOARO | searfase faafrsad: n—op. cir., p.
229, Anandavardhana illustrates this by citing the verse
Y werqraaTaL— (Mayira’s Siryasataka). Here he
contrasts the flickering flame of an ordinary lamp with
the luminous and inextinguishable blaze of the solar orb. It
is an instance of s¥fa¥@, but no similarity is expressed at all.

1. Compare ; FEEWTH N AT HIGFH ACGAZ AL |
a7 ¥g, WeFad safaE: & w0
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As Anandavardhana notes: T fg...w.aﬁa:. Compare
“Locana: qrear gAfag arFm ged: | drqafdeg agarse
gafag gFaq) d9 g3 w e a7 | q ar gar sfag
Meda 1 dqafdeg aaasfy g7ar aafs, saraaTFean
FSAST T SA(EA | IIFI FFQ | Aqafa: @
ASWIE caqy, TGO 1 FrEgfg ) greaem STAEL
q959T gaFIq g9 SfF9Tad €E-xeRd aq faardiad: |
wagsd wafa—sdaaEe soar afilsw agaige
A g A FEANEd | JEHTT DUITHT A fqiEE
FAA(EEAT ST 1—p. 230.

qre....g399 UF—But, inspite of all that has been said
in favour of 3T being an independent figure, the opponents
might persist that though in other cases THTITHT might be
considered in detachment from sgfg¥®F, yet in the present
case THYITHT is the q9F ( being the cause ) of sgfa’s,
as there is no charm due to the former and consequently it
would be a case of HFINFHEAHT. Anandavardhana
demurs that ZFYTTAT has its own beauty, and should be
regarded as an independent figure and not merely a consti-
tuent element of aqfa®. He quotes the verse— ‘IFHal:
wafqd.— to illustrate that in the case of sqfAF, SUAT
alone ( without any touch of TJY ) can enhance the beauty
of a poem ; and there is no gainsaying the fact that SqHT
based on 3T would bc more charming still. Compare °Locana :
CqEreTeaT A4, AATIE AAAEAT GIqIET ; TEAET T
FrEARTAMEAT—fT  DUTAGT  qATSHCATIAT T
qoy | dmgAEfa wefag -gasmaifaaatkia
ged Tdar eRgaANIg AT W 9 91 STATHTHT
IR Agag R aad e dsdfa—aq senfen
—p. 231,

5
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TEXT
§30 | wmffEgiEamEEa 4 9 apwd fle
fesfi 1 gu—
F191@ A FIE2 RTET 951 79
et qafrga gfaaar @d s&@a g
gat Tafafy wegrefm das gad
- geat g g faen g 'gen gwA
o f& syrmfacaafasT @ 9 93 T@gEd |

EXPOSITION

§ 29, Anandavardhana now explains the hemistich:
qifafadgitfaar . “od ggweart gAsd  arfafragufyar
zfq Wi sar92 — @ fq "——"Locana. The poet should nct
carry a particular figure to its logical extreme ( fFrEf'gUT ), if
the emotional cffect be hampered thereby. Thus, in the
verse quoted the slender arm has been likened to ‘a creeper’ ;.
but the post has stopped there, without availing himself of
‘the implications of that super-imposition, which if worked
out logically in all its details would have demanded the further
superimposition of AT4AY on fFAT, of FILWIATHI on
FIEIE, a process contrary to the dictates of all good sense
and propriety. Thus, the ®& has beesn arrested, in conformi-
ty with ths prevailing sentiment of 2[FIX. Compare :

“gigafaFEan  FedETRcaT §19 afz fRafgag, afaar
SqUEAL:, AETG FIVACasqUfa awwqifag @ag ' —
°Locana. p. 232.

TEXT

§30 1 fratefusafy 7 warEgaT wIas | qa—
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Ty afrazfiong e «fiee
weszwEt Al fofeat aiy FaE )
squEntfa wagy, AsEifay, v faemm
T wfazfe 7 § dw ! mresafE
T wgurfarasE wr @it savafy
wsrfaEd g ey gty avma ) wet «
qarfad agrEfamEeaT wed 9gm | a9, afwagaita-
MHAT  AIEAT  FINEAIVO W@ w9
yadifa @ fiass ghae & § swRwwraw
oisrgse  wifsfivy esgufm gfar amgea
QT ARG TN GAT TS TR HA=a U wad
amEmgafraty gxfa: anfasame agwasnt
wata agtmifafy o

EXPOSITION
 §30. In this section Anandavardhana explains the Kdrikd-
portion f+ r{a‘irf grafq....a5q —The alamkdra, even though
carried out to its logical extreme, must be subordinate to the
principal sentiment. In thc verss ‘QZ{{I{T'Fﬁ"ﬁf———’( Meghadita,
109), the figure of speech Iq &T has been effectively carried
out to the very end by the poet and yet that doss not runm

counter to the prevailing mood ( ie faﬂﬁ'ﬂ?-ﬁ'ﬁ‘}'(}.
Compare Locana : ‘ﬁﬁgﬁaﬁ | frgaa gfagrafy iﬁ?iq?f': !
g gufea-tha warg aiftesar afaer suzffaET =
qerg 1 afafe sf agtaE saqanfn adAqE
hifgqaameardad: | gafq wed oFeEgEmd fz
SoTaatalsE g7 feamt 7 gafaq oxem g od gfy
i1 WiE sf ar fg wravgear wafy adl wdes-
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aFed  gRAAEd: 1 ww fE SqerATEREMIETsARIg-
AT HAOF qERA qATF qar fAatfgaafy fasee-

W-AITFHT J1q] 11—O0p. cit.,, p. 233.

g m....a&faq——lf the principles formulated above be
properly observed by a poet, the poetic figures would uniform-
ly turn out to be important accessories towards the develop-
ment of the sentiments in view. Otherwise, the alamkdras
do only mar the charm of the aesthetic relish. There are
numerous instances in the works of great poets, that can
serve as illustrations of the breach of these poetic norms.
But Anandavardhana, out of intrinsic modesty and respect
for genius, desists from citing the counter-examples (ﬂ'&gﬁl‘g{ﬂ).
As he remarks : ‘9 GI¥d....§90 Hafq.! Hemacandra,
the great Jaina teacher, however, recordsin his Kdvyanusdsana
instances to illustrate thc violation of these principles, The
relevant extracts are given below from that treatise i--m

“q THIIFTRIFTLATE—
TARE T Jeeaveat: AfEfaisegd Wi
Frfon
ABFA T T A | QI QOFFAASTRE
YA, 9 qEFQAT, A qEEIT | A91— IS
fretfa 1....am9F@T 91—
e gt oty ffaamge: Saamn
&fara A3 7 fazfant Faa: arewt |
SqET: FIMAHEAI@AU glea grlisanear:
EIERIIEPLESEERE LT b Lt Ak

1. Cp. ¥ FaF A WEAISTATIR

gofe aeefy @ @ waww \\—-Kumdrasambhava,
Canto V.
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—F NSATIIAGHIASE! T TITAZHTATIST: FL0I-
faqry fawramarar argaq arasaET widfa T 95a-
TAIGHTA 11 FIETEAT qqT—
FGAYATAT FIFRT qANIATIF a2 4
wraeafa #4 fasmar vsgeta o’
yozH-fefaa-amiam-affrraadafaamfveres  aqg-
TstedanlEa: greasda s SOTEanEE
TEFAT TEGAT <@ qoiFarsatefratanar i
agasft #Fway 9gu A — SEAgEfERE—
1.7 @F qar—
‘FIATETLAT STfgaaiaey frafed
& wear: gaTAaniEs daaad g |
gsfy graqeadagadiarn qF gEah-
grey vgfid fageafy St srrewy qoned W’
7 FIATEET q21g A=Al A&y gFqq  eafaa -
aggy TEEr | qarfy gANd gF TEAIIR FqEAed
gefaaiRIqrad, 7 39 IFAET  OAHFIT WG A EFITT-
woEnaTer fragen gty | afg awmrrEi
FeqEqIaFaad, A aqstas areaE gufaaaeataly o
Tdaeqraey @ qaT-  wae-fafin ow &
qYqT-—
st arwCrETa o faEy arenfr TaAe
whriaaat frmfsfa ad sl feear g
gqufay fenrad @ qagr A7 a0 &9
TSR F WAW: 9 F G 44T &9 00T
o ‘T I -SATARE AFN N | qurfg WE FEa
SRR at-a? sfaqeassase aRaR sagaEdt
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affared 1 dend wifea  admwhRERfEEisiie-
ZAaq T FEATATIAFE AT i PRt
aradisden faeemrenaads wanaftey frafgfiag 1 aq
gragare 7 g ga-fefr qaft qalgdT ASASETET
Faify FgEd evay sadlETAEEd aafa gEaE
gaarer 7 sAfag fqats: n
areaed fAatgy agr -
FIq1g 19 1....T AT FAT—
‘gfsaqreRsare g FEIATEHT |
SaElaT 41 ataer 308 91 gga=r
—a7% FAAEIAAATaaT grag SYFIAI, A IZI0 i
frafiscaga aar—zamraghafa 1. a@8d 79—
“q=9q FfEIaqqgs faqaq arpaaEat
sqTg< watq varfs qFe awq we ferw )
S3¥ AraTTgg T A ASHaTgaT
e G 7 9 @AARBSFAAFAY |
a7 Taver gufdmarl afwdro  erwERaaifzash
WEY AFead 7 Afwafa 1—O0p.cit,, pp. 17-22.
‘ TEXT
§3¢ | HAY JAARIRAT TISEIFE-
s |
SEABRIE e TR O LR
FAfea: 12 oi]
yer fEfaqrreiarsey AR deTEsTIaE-
qUEATEnt 7 wrar asfy wemfEgAisyafEge-
wfy fw
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EXPOSITION

§31. Having thus discussed the nature of HEFFT-FH eafq
in all its details, Anandavardhana proposes to deal with the
.other variety of fagferaragzarsusafa—viz. gosgzwsafy,
:also called a@%ﬁfﬁ—?fﬁ'w-saf#. The name is significant
in so far as ths sequence between the apprehension of
ithe expressed and the suggesied senses is distinctly noticeabie,
just as the sequence between the first sound and the
vibrations thereof is noticeable, when a bell is rung. This
gHFETFA-:7f7 again has two main divisions, according as it
is based on formal suggestiveness (3T Eﬁ_rﬁfatj‘\a") or material
suggestiveness ( aaffsrf‘afa:gs’ ). Compare °Locana :—

“qq frafaareaqearsnsad: Y499 WeA@sqwq (a9
fedld #< fawsgmig—=aveafe | S9ATEISTATRATI
FAATIITT: | TU2TAT  SFROAATARIARRERIdEA FHOT
atfy | isiifa | T dae quAy eafqlEfa . wify a9
- frataareqearsa fEfaa: o sraufy iy ceafagsarg: n”
Op. cit., pp. 234-35.

TEXT
§ 3R | A TSTWHAT FAATR IR | A
9F1T 3594, affREl wwer fimg wmeEn @)
AT TATT—

Hifea QAT TR GFIG |
aRA=AgE: TE3A g8 IgRITAT Fa: kel

TEATEHETN T TEIATH AT F157 FSTAAT TR,
g gz afaferer fafaan) wEgEa =
FETTFAT THRAATE BT | FA(—
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I AR AT SR
TR IAFEAFAL TF T M |
Temrg: srforafeae st @l @ ammEn
Al @ SRR g ||

EXPOSITION

§ 32. When a homonymous word ( AAFTIEE ) is used
to dencte more than one senss—one of which is &I ( ie.
contextual) and the other Y&, the former alone is
conveyed through the primary function or Denotation (SIﬁTsrr-
ggTqTT ), while the latter is comprehended through sugges-
tion ( e§= 79T ). The ATFT sense cannot be conveyed through
the s:=lf-same function of denotation, because the context
( Tor ) is ome of the restrictive factors enumerated by
Bhartrhari, that delimit the scope of 4enotation to the field
of the contextual sense alone, where the conventiOnal meanings
(15319 ) are many and consequently indeterminable (FTA=BT).
In such cases the word-element is the most important factor,
since the substitution of any other synonymous word for that
particular word in question will fail to give rise to the
cognition of the AJFT sense. Now, it mightbe asked :
‘What is the difference between 3&Y and iraaqﬁfat‘r\wsaﬁ 7
In both the cases we have homonymous words ( HFHIF-
71s% ), and the apprehension of more than omne sense there-
from. So what is the reason for differentiating them as two
distinct categories ¢ What more, if in such cases we posit
FeITFAq@EA(A instead of FHY, there would be left no
exclusive scope for the latter. As Anandavardhana puts it :
... -ATZA: T§—". The Dhvanikira has answered this
contention in the present kdrikd : <anfere:. ... gz g’ —True,
that in ﬂwiﬂﬁﬁq\ﬁwﬁi‘, asin 3VY, we have the apprehen~
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L]
sion of more than one sense. But, while in the former we

have, in addition, the apprehension of an unexp-essed poetic
figure ( ABFTT ) qua some definite relation like HIEIY ete.
subsisting between the two sensss ( viz. the primary and the
suggssted ), in the latter no such relation is cognised. And
this constitutes the essential difference between the two cate-
gories ( viz. 3T and FeITFIR@EAfT). In DT two or
more senses are realissd—rminus that unexpressed relation that
constitutes the link between the two discrete meanings.
As Anandavardhana observes : TEHIESHHI....THT:—As
an illustration of 33, when two unrelated facts alone are
comprehended, he cites the verse : ‘FA sFETHTINIT—’. This
is an adoration to Siva and Visnu simultaneously. Compare

°Locana: J7 EIET FTGHISIATACHT: TFZH | SAWAT AT
qqT | Ffear AT A wafa qIgu a9 T TG TSI
gROIFTe Tt wifyq: 1w qud wifeqed  qag
EAAI | ¥ W’ AT FET | qHTY (49 1 '— K +
AT MAdaaag a1 7 9fd qAeTa qEaq | 17 F
T TFeagay ang: ) 5 aq ¢ afwd meaify = fEg—-
g, Fer fadger gEirga s gt aEn o
QAT AW | FIGE ! SAHAEA SAi F7 awar faran
gIesTal ga: | afz a1 Wew sfmiraat gar faa I
ga:1 fefinsd—aw cqeqawa gar afefyar fasm:
gra=fY F19: gU  yg-frdgaranisa, g Aq
I ASTFT TF I qHATRT T84, A0HAT o FISHTIAT
TEg & I AfFaq wwEgEd 77 ag) g fa g aew
qATH TGEAATE: | @ WG TAINT FEFGET  fAAmEr
i gdar gARIEE  SEET "9l geew: quETfafa o
FegaT fgdtd wdtd ABFR i Waeda fFua 11—0p. cit.,
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pp. 235-36.

This view of Anandavardhana—viz. that in araasrﬁragw
=g there must nccessarily be an apprehension of the un-
expressed relation to link the two apparently discrete ideas,
seems to be contrary io the opinion of later authors like
Mammata etc , who state that mere axg (fact ) might also

be suggested in a case of iramﬁaﬁ'\@%'a'fﬂ'. As Mammata
observes ;—-

AT FUAST LA TEIE I |

TATAT @ T9: FeRARIEAT fam 1
— Kavyaprakdsa, 1V.38.

As an example of arazqfqazcrjsa‘ﬁeafg, Mammata cites the
verse ‘—

‘gffqsr o wey gerafiy A9 qeREa® A |

SurAqeg dfrEse 9z gafa ar g 11'—and notes :
“y  ggawmgAsfy  gasedfs sasEd 11— Royyaka,
in his commentary called FHIeFIRTIEAFT on Mammata’s
work, criticises Mammata for regarding a'egﬁ*erﬁr as a
variety of wﬁﬁiﬁfo’eﬁfﬁ, though he himself justifies
Wﬁl’ﬁr‘a‘ﬁ Gﬂgﬁﬁﬁf in hls Alamkdra-Sarvasva. Compare :
g7 g wgmiwaarasfy  amgen fiesezafgen
FeAATA fSSHrdamfras gowed a7 B v 99
wrlrrgseatafly faady) ax 7 qag T
adeaey afaaaT afaduaar awgafed; | wify safa
SIHCATY FATT  FWAZEAIATAN IT §g ITAATTNIAET
afaaerorg | 7 =rear wfafed | ga7 fF sueaq | Ivad—
ZOTET IFAFT AgAeATEN faw7 gfy fagma 1 qunfg—
SCCESE I LI PIG R i G E e it oD
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FEAA | T F FAE: AU sﬂcrrz;qftar%vr YT
sfag @99 To1q , aq Fisawfafadacas gaarsaar | 9%
exfafy graearea ax go=ElT: &g | 97 E@—

‘ABFTUST TTIT Tsarg AFENTE |

TIAET § 77: ARIARIZAT FA7T W'—
gfa eamvamgAT () e wsewwggd 9L W@
Sgasly 77 gEArAsta ax wsrgfEEer asgeAf-
Jfgea:1 Fa1—

N ERL R G EUIE e ERIHEIR R AR G
AFAT TYFTTTeFAT UAEGTS J47 |
AAFHTASAT FrETafegaea: gueartai

Farg THATFL gatag fas wawg frarw sfa
ghgmaldsy gwmaviaigeds  vswsfaadseaniafy
=73 Ufgarareaaaayfgaar sawal aean gaasy giwam
T faraifaad arfiatagaaany g tqIeg @Far arqodl
gfy wad gfad @ gur = sifgsass: 957 FRSHA-
I | gaararafaeacaa g farafaagfa: | asFogamat
AT g ANATATLAT FIGIATHAATAT FHIAAT | LA
IFIT AT GG s fFage FegEaia T it —
Op. cit., pp. 101-103, Jayaratha remarks that this incongruen-

£. It is really an instance of weEETWAAMFI@AlT as
Jayaratha observes in his commentary : ‘¥ ¥ Fafq FAIEEIT-
dafmafs s Fgsewmtaaeads qaft sl
TRl ferafy aegocade ggarsEEaq (—Ibid.  We wight
justify Riyyaka by referring to the maxim : ‘#Y {§ IHAT M
wafd oaIsHAAIEAURYd as  he has bimself done in a
similar context in defending the Dhvanikdra.
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cy between the two views of Ruyyaka as stated in two
different places is only apparent and can be easily reconciled,
For the criticism in his Kdvyayrakdsa-Sariketa sheuld be
construed as having reference to the particular illustration
and not to a’%g’da'fﬂ' as such. As he notes :—

“..aF FIATHTIRET TUFAT TEGEAT: SEGIE
geed faeamigE ,  agmEcnfaIEnaEE L a1
qfiqy o A Ael—  IaEarRIy  IwanfEes
gexxfmmet  AT3EAR:  ATAERSAIATRA (17 —Vimardinl.
loc. cit. Jagannatha, too, in his Rasagangddhara upholds
this twofold classification of msgafFaa@eafa. The follow-
ing extract dealing Wwith a&g—sqf‘:r should be carefully
noted —

B ERIE ST GRS CEIR R R

e AEafaReTn Agg waafeda 1

aTe A1 AT FIALATaET: 1V
IO (o SR R st AURIE R CH IR
qIq FRACAET AR AT ATALRIAET QYATERT-
fyama: | A WA T-TEARIAAATA:;,  AATAEES
wqF a7 quiseq 5fT At | §E IETENE qHEd-
MATAA AT FITEEH A TTATA [ AT F A RIS
AT AT AT | T SR -
sf area | geaseEa A grREgsArdar afafrarafafy-
Jeq TF FEAVITTAC | 3 G A=BIEFTANqGAT AI=re-

1. But this defence does mot appear very satisfactory im
view of the fact that Rilyyaka in his Kdvyaprakdsasamketa
categorically denies IEENfRITTAREAN.
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sdtfa:,  sregrawdat 9 arssEE-cag wafy aife
qTAREAT 1—O0p. cit. p. 162.7 Thus, on the showing of
Riyyaka, Vis§vanatha and Jagannitha alike, it becomes evi-
dent that when out of two senses apprehended through homony-
mous words one is intended to be merely covertly hinted
at ( TSI ) instead of being plainly stated, and the other
serves as a cloak ( SITS®TEF ) to hide the former in the first
instance, it is a cass of F¥J=qfH pure and simple, the former
being conveyed through suggestion ( AFIT ) and the latter
through Denotation ( fag7 ).

Anjayya Diksita's view regarding ﬂéairﬁag\asa'fa is
somewhat different, however. According to him, when from
a particular homonym (3{%‘%’[&" Tsd ), gFT and IJUTFT
senses are cognised, both of them are equailly conveyed by
Denotation ( SIfHHTEAIIIT ), the restrictive force of factors
like q‘zﬁﬂ’, 4971 etc. as enumerated by Bhartrhari, being
logically unjustifiable. The TYFHT sense is not suggested, as
the followers of Mammata wouid haveit. But the apprehen-
sion of the relation (HFF*Y ) that would link these two
apparently isolated senses is.caused by the function of sugges-
tion ( SA=FATEATITL ) and thus we have AR FATHTHFIL-
g3fq in such cases. As he states: 9 F IA HAAFH
gxenafafye, 1 wag sasArcafagegm: |og

1 Compare also &
Faue T YW FEITHART AGATTT: |
froafa ard T FRITFARTITS 1'— (oo 218)
—F GLEANAGT TR AT eRT guEA e
franary gEfaafaedsd: wamfmyer asgaltt 1 58 9 J5a-
saeTts aer fedtarier qeads fafaaeEs STAMITHRIAET T
frafre sfy Agaeafe = ©9 = sEwEREY 1—Sdhitya-
Darpana, Chap. X,
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T FAtaRdsafaaashy awThE a9,
ax Fafa ?oaur—

‘AYIIIAATER: FIAA IFARET: |

et g3 @vwed ged ggf w4 w—gfa =wE-
TagvAgEad | oA fg smwfosr wafavgemfafafmee:
FFAN | HT JET—FF EACAADT  SASTATEAIR TF
AL, TeAAAE | F fg aex qafaar awafy, qEmn
g&eoie frafaqam | aift sgor,  qROEAEEER |
7 wifwarar 39 sasaaei geua  frged, aaify |
afwale sf asaq, @=a affwgsans aafqgsagas
fag: n....39 g gm—gEIANEF~— TART SIFF-
sg msdnwag auwdudsiy  UT-s-aeiftasaEi
qRErra-ara-TIfe-aemaaaraikarwal gufasage
wsentrafrarmasasdicads aeaify swfned zq srwfoasr-
gsrfrsswasty swax afad g aamrw, adfgaaafiaar-
greeaify weeravEfaiyesET swraafwarfrarmEa . .
qoifg —aF N fF T gl ASTATEATNINNT AqFqTAIAT
7 gaT gag AEAd, SEndArAttareamaasaaias
sydfearas: || afg Argeerde, g ‘GraanTa’ st gaTd-
qrEgLAEgsRES  agfERemiteaaay aqg afk
gafa sq=FASATTIROATARIE: T, TIT Faaar faeaq |
7 fz sfanarafaaaaEaTe Serae Jfagaiad-
Yt gear faara anfmagsmiaa: gearwawnfy e
seeatfaaaaETIHE-saae T g1 wafwl  am™ a9
FAMTGRIAAFIUT ATFLOFSAT qAAT, I ATSTSS-
2T, TAT ASTAEAIIAAG:, 7997 5 qgeuaeaifasy
ax a7 famsta geagaqia s aRale 91 SFTEEEd-
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sqifq, ani 7 sfwarframeany a5g waafafy sadas
suffgseqamiean:, gatwy a7 safsgarfaadstr sfig-
BT 1. .qEAIT TEATTEIAIHAIISTT Fegqaraegaivg-
arearasfads afa: | qgafeedy = gy amwsarfa-
AgHIiaTg swafqaaEadaos.—seagegafaed 7 aamd-
gaitad arfy aardadiad safsarasst 1 ag  SrEm-
TegT AlF@asaagTataay,  gavsgaEdTdage®
Fq1 ‘FRAATEE— ganfafaganfafoe: gfudtafy: w@ed-
afgaa: SiFea g3d WA, 6 aqraeTEaT a9
ferufwarfasds  sqaa  syarmalesR  geameaa-
g@EmifsdT | 7 g amfy aegal sgsSAemaT-
feqcarfasdor (|—Vrttivarsika, pp. 11-16.

Now, it might bz contended against this interpretation
of %zrai'irﬁrar‘r\asat‘a, that there would be no scope for
a’g@&‘qﬁ' based on I[s3x{&F and the traditional two-fold
division would fall down. For, in the above view the 35~
q fact would also be conveyed through denotation (= ﬁTHT).
and there being no implied relation to bz communicated in
this case, as in the former, the aid of suggestion would not
be required here at all. Appayya Diksita’s arguments arc
in'genious though somewhat strained : “a:éarq —areaarfEg-
TEEEHITGA:  ArswIlaaEdfiag— seargar-
groEwasly qr@r FegEafey o, fAvEwmsywgard ux
FEGEAATT GRONAAT] T3 F cqanstaargfrmg—afy 3q,
T aF anegdsasfanaq sfrrman aenafrdd e
TAAT, TF AEGHIA 50 | TFT—

qfizafes qysafzfa goafe avm | w=F e v
—zfg 1 s g ‘oxfy -wedq segag awgrafes gafa-
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[
sqga-afafrgetsay afveda  sfgoewn fawgmafy
FERAEAENE U F TENSRE T

Sy | seaR Ay geRafraneT awgeaftega 07
—O0p cit., pp. 16-17.

Jagannatha’s distinction between W, WHTHITFT on the
one hand and ﬂaiﬂfﬁaiﬁﬁa’ﬁ on the other is more logical
and precise :—

o AFIATUAEIET DT 1 as9 g9 qqT
AR, THIHGEERT T A AT | ATFR-
gRraTEI, THTee e Afq fafye: s aAEn
arg frddar wwy sf acha gdiweg el @
fafaeiscad SHTMTATTFIAI- THATFANATRTAT GAfeA-
frg: 1 ayrd W2 QY = fadsaeg froseqrat FaAT:)
gfmdy g fedoamses frowd 7 fGRoEmEEe )
AU § gRNRATEAAET9E O ) AR fieE-
FAMl TFAIFTAAMRIET 0T oW | SautdarIe
SUTRT g FATAIRT fawm: 1 a7 g aFar warAataRd-
fy feesaudiarasd @ g sadfdwg sgsay | 9 JIT—

‘gfae-faerres-armEfasmatnas: |
gazmafgaqfasiafaasd e o
—ax el wEgY  sIfTrSisTEgalsty  sasqAwaiaat
qftay | aF SIRGATTA AT FETE Al i TEgarEy-
FRIATATHIATT TQII FEqT | 5 7 Ao TBTILA-
%9 =afawg: WW— Rasagarigddhara, pp. 52223 & 529.
TEXT '

§311 A7 WREIEwiorwaly  ©esgega

wif afee wgew, aq T sexfeget afa-
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s senE mgw— oty -3 | amah—T
TN AAES AT 757 a9 I, 9 a9
RHTT: | 99 7 TeETw ameTifa sEet i
SUPIATZ R TR, @ q4{(991 1 Fe5T=mAT
AIAES FFaLfaar a97—
Fer ffy e frantas sl |
SEAMIEE: F6 AT T e |

I3 ggresrfua fenarear o e fasEng
sfraras sfa Aassmgmiin ®veam e |
ATAFGTT A9 | ABSTFIETGIET q AT
am fqadw v safaece fa9 w1 g9 qER—

I GRS @Rige -

EE e I TR R It Frac mat A el

oot gafrgsmias’ sEmEEE 5

WA a7 S ar wfmed sisgaE, |
¥ geAedT  SUfREWTIGNEl 9 NEME |
YT T—

siyafirearraat =7 oset @ wdwaey)

AT | AEEEEE Nad T (A e
79T I—

VRIS G e e [C AT RAST 7% |

v -grm-gaTa igsfea e awmn

AT TITESIIGITE 2051 TEIRTHEE 1l

EXPOSITION

§ 33, In this section Anandavardhana brings out the
significance of the qualifying adjunct riferca;’ (implied.

~
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suggested). “AMAT-ToTA FIRFWATA a=wd aafog
AT HTT—7qS REATZAT 1'—°Locana.

Tq... RCCIEL D) fq—The opponents might raise an
objection to the above distinction between 3§ and I[s3-
qf¥aameafq as being unsatisfactory and illogical. For,
. Udbhata has elaborately shown in his Kdvydlamikara-Sara-
Samgraha that in the case of T too there is the comprehen-
sion of other poetic figures like TqHT, f‘ar'{"ra', ®qF etc,,
though in such cases 33§ alome is the principal figure of
speech, the apprehension of the latter being of afleeting sort
and thus momentary in existence. Consequently ZSY is
the real figure (FT€9) and others only apparent (S[ﬂ‘r mﬁiéﬁ).
As he states :—

‘TFITRA A qeoEt 99 fauang |
eafafeifietde: feswfr=ay 1
ARFIARCTAL TfToT T 98 |
fefadwirsifaafafies qq sdtagrg 1’

—Op. cit., IV. 9-10.

1. 'The following exposition of Udbhata’s views on %
and its relation to other figures in the event of their co-
existence is very lucid :—

‘o fATE—ad AEEC ((viz. WDW:) MANERAET
Fragatafafand | @1 frwer awway, wEifeg @i,
Al Ay, 31 sAgRgEmEEt—ET s 7 s
| T GTIF~-3[ AT ST GYT QAT NISHE R TR
aa | T oawn fafaw: sfeeha fwa o aas ard o
JAIME  FOFAACAL  TFANAAET  qE GEARIRET S |
YFAEFAANG  IF | qagEIEdn oW | 7 9—R9 )
NI (RGHRIAT & frama | & Freeagyfins SFacs: 1
—ffe-FeamaE it far s e svdam

~
i

i
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Thus, there is no real difference between Y and T2 A~
q’g@'c‘ﬁﬁf, and the latter can be easily comprehended under
the former, and as such need not be regarded as a separate
category at all, The word ‘aTfereq:” has been used in the
karika asa guard against such a possible contention. Though
in Udbhata’s view there is the apprehension of other poetic
figures in the cases of 3, still that other figure is expressed
in words and not suggested. But in the case of ﬁaﬁﬂfﬁa@?q’ﬁf
the cognition of the poetic figure (in the nature of a distinct
relation between the SET  and FTEHT ideas )} is generated
through the power of suggestion and not of denotation. And
this makes all the difference between the two categories. Thus
the word ‘sy1fereq:’ as qualifying ‘STEFTT:’ in the above kdrikd
is significant. Anandavardhana cites some instances of Y
where other IS HIT's are explicitly stated. These are certainly
not cases of Eréiirf%ﬁ'iigﬁﬁf, where the poetic figure must
be suggested.

‘FIT. .. .G —It is an instance of 55Y and 5T
where the latter is expressed in so many words.

&....5q9:—Just as ‘Wonder’ (fFewy), the safigrfc-
W79 pertaining to RIFIR, is expressed by the term ‘e’
itself, so too the particle fT denotes f4QT ( contradiction )
jnstead of suggesting it. As °Locana puts it—

TETAT 1. ... T4 qfg AT 998 fawamensd gy aar—
AR SUATAT FA: P FE a7 9% Fur-wesern fEe-esEn
ITIAET ? AR sfa 3y 7 wuwedfs A, w1 s fg SoArdE
sfawrar 7 g aeadr feafa: 1 afy S@T R wae SdEmEE-
afy Fegasfa 1 aemgrmfarfergefes ©Y W e
FEAAEFIC” ST 11— Rasagangddhara, pp. 525-26. Later theorists

have however criticised this position of Udbhata, See
Kavyaprakdsa, IX ; Sdhityadarpana, X ;  Rasagagdndhara,
doc. cit.



&4 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

cearfy-qraatsa faraATIATIsSEashy afvarafed frawsh ¢
zedl gramaaafnfy gt g fraw aadt gfvon-
fyfg | =a wa fqenamgsaiscqardeaiqizes: | afygsarae
g 7 qa g adzaeqrfiar s, erEkaniad wAAfaeRy-
dgealqae: | faemarent Wi xfh gerarirare sata |
a1 faeaa: meed wfawify foea’ zewdw msdw, v
sty afawnfa sdicgas @weaa 1—O0p. cit., pp. 236-37.

‘FETFT... . [5uT Tg’—But though the verse ‘EIT
fqify—" cannot be regarded as an instance of FysERITHI-
I!\Efi%iﬁ‘f?{ of the THEYFH category, yet it can be properly
regarded as an illustration of sETETFWEH[A, since the
emotion of love (%TFIX ) is predominant in it. As °Locana

remarks : ‘aq {8 gagary safaaifea-semagng-—sresafy |
faaas  afg—awmis  afg-dsveEisaiate
eafy | eagAITRET IR aaraay f§oaraedn
T=aq W'—O0p. cit., p. 237.

SBTEATRIT. ... S ga’ —In  this verse again & ~and
sqfaia are both expressed and consequently it cannot be
regarded as an instance of Er?é:{irrﬁﬁﬁ'\?,gafa‘. Compare *Locana,

“gald 9% X A8 eImimes gEEAl el Ui

geg | =weonifarern sfed MyEamamsieay | awed
2 r~

wguiead ( qreqqdafd | waarfastafy gRw

safalsed QAR \"—ibid. The verse wfFmefag—’
illustrates how T and % arc both IT57. Compare Locana.

TSRO AT @Ry (Fases] s@ Aty 1 fawg-
qyage | wiT g fGdand gere-aangz | qafraE
faarstramar qargarcdeag | wfasydial g 9ot
|TATIT TATE: 1—O0p. cit., p. 338. The verse has also been,
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cited in Mammata’s Kdvyaprakdsa as an instance of TTUT'T'&FT-
G of F=ATGEAF variety : ‘qT FWEH qgd oI~
®IEq qreaeq fafgFq . We are to note that while Abhinava-
gupta  considers the idea of ZIBHIFHE to be expressed
{ q7%9 ), according io Mammata it is suggested ( 3TE1 ). )
cgafgd. . ageEr —oudigaET  gizarfy Aty

qEEif TAgEA A FEEGTEANT | G
dggad: 1 freafrwefiger sfr sgawaemrw gwfea-
fageusgr argafear ua aeg TeieaT 501 TR -
Afgases: qfineasal TAaeasd q1eqqITq-Ae-S&uTAg
sraqratfy a afegareafaragra wasogreed G-
geggafiaaada 17— Locana, p. 238.
TEXT

§ 301 @ FEAIST R 77 g TwIraeontufEa-
FE(ET 9 ARAFIINATGUREEIFATHTIC |
9 TRFATRIENE FETAER W q90—

T AT | vﬁqwrg'aqr frfsam =g am

qa7 wafearfa Ay ! wﬁm’ iR ctech
e frany fasmaat gt afE-
Tyead nﬁa. TIIIIAE N {ﬁaﬁtﬂﬂ W

IS 99 U3 997 S T f9a|
9 T ATWETIE G2 R TeaFeT1 THO @ &6
W AR IR FENERTAgETE -
F e Tearfrae: gewnfEmEeEgEt aewe: v

97 9—THA: NIIGI TSRS DS |

RIITEAT § A 9 stetiyom v

T —TAFRT: AT agfeafirnssgs: wife
| Tqta fameion ffa feflr froatk daroam)
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AL ERCECE LRI EE AL RTIEll
Tt 12 e qafifiat st

TIATETAY, MEIFAT  TRTTA FEAIHT ORI
et @ ameEe, 3f s
TR feUREe:  GWeTE
Tepatfiarst e 7 Tegres T fifm w1 ey
ARTETERT At 1 sl sEE T
ARt ATy 7 et geiead | aat f R
st gyfeusgaEs 7@ 9 wrdETE-
HATIA0I qEITITET—

‘rg 9 qEETMiET: NeTEs, WA e,
T qaufvay, seima s afgumtraaas
T |V

EXPOSITION

§ 34. Now Arcndavardhana justifies the use of the
restrictive particle G in the above kdrikd : ‘TAATIACTTEA
399539 Wasd UARICET sugssd adfqgare—d =fq
—"Locana. G F....3qqgIL Tg9—We have noted that when
the relation between the FFT and S{YFT ideas is not ex-
pressly stated, it is a case of yea@iFaq@eafd. Butif the
poet uses any such word that is expressive ( g1 EF) of the
relation which has already been suggested, it would not
entitle the piece to be considered as a specimen of FregaTlEg-
Easarﬁr. To be a case of ﬂﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁ@'&‘a’fﬁ', the rvelation
must always be suggested, and in no way expressed. Otherwise
it would be regarded merely as an instance of such figures of
speech as TFRIFT consisting in witty expressions and stri-
king modes of speech. Thus, Tdis significant excluding as it
does such cases from the scope of FeRmfFAHEAM.
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Abhinavagupta’s comments are very illuminating on this
point: “IHTATfAURTIFITEIAN TT FEIFAAT I-
fraaasrug afwgrar aifsg, g9—37  saeqaaaaT
gfq, axar gy fpfatareaaagEaEes ArEla
qeT—-qear 71 AW, g7 qEq g9 Safed’ A ¢
qisdisfadn sfa cgeaa: | anfy afwarar o frangy:
gswanfsfFay 9 fdafay ag @ifar gwmfy, ax
fedratsaisararfae sogeaq, qarfy afs gasamEs=sear
fagy Jamt fRams: aswneugaalF@s: gq@a s @
uF gty rafsaatfaanty aq afawgda, a=fy 7 ==9-
ffug sfs arada | =wsdisfymeara frasm: 1 enfarcal-
sty snifegeagar wiefy graafagarenista g@d: 1 7 @ar-
Fitereq:, faeg measaRwr eaq Aifweman gfaweaag -
feaeasy: gryw: | gAdeuA wfawed surentd gEafa
aFaFe  enferarard fasAfe —Locana, pp. 238-39.
This rule holds good in the case of emotions { T ) as well.
Thus, if a particular emotion properly developed and suggested
through fayra’s, FTATT’s and Ga1fCATa’s be again denoted
by words expressive ( qTHF ) of it, like TEL FE etc,,
it would be regarded as a defect and reflect the bad crafts-

manship of the poet. Jagannitha’s strictures om this point
are worthy of note : “Zeaafaqrgguredarfy fagegaran

T AT ggTUlaRsdl awEgataa: | gArear-
qIqd: | GIIEAERT  SASSMATATTOT  FegFAAT | AT
fraraifefizfieasaen  <@ea wassataa a3 =1 QW
5f I, sTgrT AEAFW GHFAA] RTINS T8~
qUEETT | ATATIAEASIHEAT  TAATTAHIAT  IGEIH
Fregad: FUITFeqET fGRRITETT 11— O0p. cit., p. 61.
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‘T Fgal... .f:‘uftq' —Abhinavagupta explains . the
verse as follows : ¥ &xa | Mafogaar gea=r & fafsag
g qAT 1 7 T waleqie A\ i afvat @dl
4t f a1 F: @o 3 ANEEY gAT | gaeawa CE-
sfoda g@ar fAedayy gaqmaeEl aTeggrgaErT
femraaat  weqmasqaal  afaverEAngaE A asy
agay waod frafaatrearasgs: asaeqasfy fedidsy
sqreaTEqastHRFafiegr il gow fhads Sl
faar a7 aod  agaaiwad:, sedwad g geaadd
axa ! mearfag | wvgaan g | Fgade sadn
AT A AT daeer: | wfeanten afteqafoar smarfen )
afeafuf wywid = 9fw | gF i srETr-atrERET
@I | T qEEMEASEl  AeAfa TRAqrHeaiF -

fAudT e o afw SifEaceias sad: 17 —Oop.cit.,
P. 240. Thus, the use of the word ‘GwqH’ (‘covertly’) gives a
fresh impetus to the function of denotation ( FfeTeaIT ) in
conveying the second idea as addressed by the maiden to
her paramour, which otherwise would have been communicated
through the function of suggestion, the function of FfareT
being circumscribed within the sphere of the J&d (contextuél)
meaning alone by virtue of the restrictive force of Y[ or
contexs. Compare : ‘5[ TIITFIIESIAT MY 17 AT
sygraiat guatafa oaw sgzqasraTe: | avafafy gxe
qfeamt safaa —Sahityadarpana.

I. The verse is really an instance of swairﬁa{m’arﬁ,
though it has been cited by the Dhvanikira as a counter-
instance ( NTYITER ) in the context of weaf¥aw@eaff. For
Rilyyaka's justification of this apparent anomaly compare his
remarks quoted later on,
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a7....fa99:—Anandavardhana now defines and illus—
trates iraa’qféfa'q\?:za’fa'. The FHFHFIT (i.e. the relation be-
tween the primary and the suggested meanings) must always
be suggested, as has been so often stated above., He quotes
the Harsacarita passage : ‘¥ I1+a<.. - {ZIFHTS ., as an instance
of AFBHTIET[T based on zszzrfFd. Here the word CREIR]
has two meanings—one refzrring to the long summer ( "™
T ) through TITATET and the other to Siva through &fg.
The former being contexinal (S{mzfm), it is  conveyed
through denotion, and the latter as also the relation of
similarity (R1337) subsisting between the two are comprehend-
ed through suggestion.

Compare Abhinavagupta's commsants :—

“ud wwEEEs  fawanasgrey sadvz-ax faqfa
TYRTMARAT TG0 AIAgH 93TEERA | wEei ganfy
szl s 3 qiEs, greattesal gral faarg: fafqar
7| TreAliesl 0T 9aSEEEsad g aren See-
WA TN T | mgiewEt famasagRfy-
JIGATETIE 1% @9 | 9% EgFvEsearatratEar-
framaaa:, @9 g7 ‘qmgs-ufeg: ggzmafafzasma’
3@ FATATESA wEEETgad: wEAn  gagar Ay
FAFAT UF | FEArIHIaqqedATsIIqI3T qeaariad-
qa1q 11’ —The following passages from 9Locana are impor-
tant inasmuch as they record the divergent views of various
schools regarding thc necessity and scope of the function of
suggestion :—(¢) o HFfgTHrAT— T Wyl T=AT @-
wtrashaaat g aaeqiiygsai-ay gozaafaRIT
sfaeq Mafaafaaafaasya  giva: sfqafrsamsaan

2afy wezmfyauedd sagwa Jafeed 3f
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() s g—asfrda fedar adgm=’ dsoe
HIYT-RFar-aRe-argaeas  geFiiad aarsgerad aqr
AT IR =0 5T 11

(3) TF g—T=RY gaq, WA afy weTed, FA-N-
sfr afimaarg weeie shh e fedva: geaeqETTad |
g F Farag  AfETATTg g e —Raar
grafa’ =ff, 2R a1 aF AEASFET T G LA
AR 3 AT, TF TRFIESE(T e Tfqas
TTARTTHT I3 1

(¥) zax g—fgdravsrsareny aadarmsa’ &7 fatars-
fadia sfogay, aoes GfRsdisfadad o T saad,
qEaY g qeq fgdtarden sfaoaes waAET swfd
g1 AT T qUT HT q1Ag  WIAF, T qAFIA: qea1a_ gia@ @l
SFATATI | a7 sfqeraRr: sfiaefy samgdiaca
aeai = fgdiar weexiaaq @ | a1 fqar sqoTEr agedl-
A1 T QT q@mrcaftEiafa grag ) ggEy T
gragEitveTaE a1 gare sy Ty 1 gaw g qow-
q¥daTgFagar frugan A9 s -saEaTEgar a9 wifd v
geqr faarfe’ seifpmssa, ‘eorsar— gaaifasmsss,.
gfgg—' et 7 T IFW gEggar fAugdfa aq
qﬁq: W’=="Locana, pp. 141-44.

Mahimabhatta holds that the passage ‘AT . . TEIHTS:"
is really an instance of double entendre ( T>Y ) based on.
gaMIfFT, and that the term WFTHTS: might as well be dis-
pensed with and replaced by its equaivalent HZTHHAY: without

I. 'This is the position taken by Appayya Diksita,
Consult the extracts from his Vyetivartiika cited above.
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1)
detracting in the least from the sense intended to be conveyed
by the poet. Compare :—

‘g7 guider aEfme ga—aErai— g
a7 fg qafrafraeaar Faaifagivenfaat agrreas=arn-
gfad g aegaradatrgeaafa 558 -—O0p. cit., pp. 344-
45.

Also —FITAR— AT ANFANF-AGIF IS TEILTAT-
ferafarwan sdify: arsar | gearEs sggE-awedl FTEER-
SRR A9, a8 qEHeard | FRAFIWATAE-
AT FFAITHIAS Sf qq g aurEi iAo a9
wfrrataadifafels: @ guadgadgFeTsaEd 90
afsafiaagad asay 97'~—0p. cit., p. 417.

‘IHA:. . . . AFHBTITOr =~Here the term TFTHT: is {Zoea,
meaning g9 and Y. The other expressions like T+,
TIeHTEIT: etc. yield two meanings. According to the
Dhvanikira SUHAT ( similarity between ¥qd and g ) s
suggested here. But Mahimabhatta observes that the verse
cannot yield more than one meaning at all, for the poet has.
not thrown out any hint or clue that might necessitate the
re-iteration (TG ) of the words? for the comprehension
of the second sense, as in the passage FATAT— the poetic
figure gurqifaa ledto the apprehension of the JHATFA
meaning ‘Siva’ fromthe term HETEHI®:, © ‘IrAC-TIF
@eradE: SF A wafg s g@salauaaie’—
Op. cit., p. 417.

‘TR, . . . IqUEFY —The verse is from Mayfira’s.
Saryasataka, Here the rays of the sun are the objects of

1. Compare the maxims ‘JTawa: Feareara=arsal:’ and ‘seas”
Frsafaan.
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«description and as such GTHIfUrs. But since the vocable
“T’ has multiple meanings, it gives rise to the idea of gIﬁT,
‘the cow’, and consequently the similarity (%rrqur ) between
the two ideasis comprehended through suggestion. “qqifi-
fift qd: s | 9@ w9, OFF @A | A
EHY: GIHgeH |7 —°Locana. Compare however Mahima-
bhatta’s criticism: ‘TEMART—' AT g TN-eaCT FAFTHA
sqrEfngr Faeafamigoer q fefsafagsgaramnEs: |
qurfg TrereE AT fMarqaqeFead, afslivusad,
INANIT a1, FAET FANFIRHEAANY | qF 7 aMEq
T-eE QAT aFad a5y, gefasafafead aonat sfaaisfa
Falay  AAAITANGFIG, g AamraArnERasy
frangdicararg ) g fadgoraradg fraaggaio, afg
gEAlAIeay aaa difagrsaadife, aff adsfr ar
qEgrrtaTaGarar  aERamias  sefaniqeEa |
fadsaarfaaistFTeen g afaaraaaaimd SenAraaai: |
79 swgAfy seaeamfy agaaaameiy qa[eEar-
fawfaa ageq watawafaumasTata . aq7 ssaeEfEayg
TAFHIT: F9:, gF QAIGF QI JAAAFHT:, T
arEgEEsTEtes | a7 fg sfregemiteeda-
sqtegagrAgSar 7 sannfas: 11— 0p.  cit., p. 418.

1. Mahimabhatta regards the verse ‘TUM—= an instance
of the defect known as [gT¥999, since the poet has not used
any such particle expressive of similarity as 9 etc, in the
absence of which the double entendre becomes ineffective and
useless, and consequently the intended AFFATY is not cognised.
Comp. ‘a7 fg W o fageanfam somfraaE i iadst
R asty | Saame e TS sasa-
AT FFHE AT ¥ AW Tdag faasad ——0p. cit., p. 366.
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qg\?{rgitﬁg ....fa9q:—As noted above the relation of
similarity is apprehended in the illustrations cited in the
previous sections, for in the absence of such a relation the
two senses would remain discrete ( AGTgF ) and the poet
would be charged of incongruity for using words that yield
ideas that have no bearing on the topic at hand (ST forsTe),
and then the maxim ‘STHIY T2 FIAIITATHE, would
apply.

easfy ... .Ef,fra'——Anandavardhana now proceeds to cite
additional instancss of Frz=arfEFa {r\maﬁ where other relations.
like f\ErT\TEI', i, 9 ( constituting the basis of postic
figures like fATrraTa, =afgs, FATTET respectively) are
suggested besides 9% as already noted. The following
extract from Rayyaka’s Kavyaprakdsa-samketa 1is highly
illuminating on this point as it offers an answer to a very
cogent and probable objection to the principle laid down.
above—viz. ‘er@ragTAifaaTied AT wETE ey =fy,’ which
seems prima facie inapplicable in these cases where fae
and similar other figures are suggested : T aaqqa:agm.
FATZTAT F50, Afg farﬁa“zrfaimaasrzrrat 9 TGT

g , afy YargeageE afkfgay . dagy am SETAT-
®OEY eiaegdIfaegT g9 9Ty TG AR
ANTFART: §EEGH:  FEAT | AT g (AQuE@wIEa
sdiifqers qea aFwwART  EfacAwan dfasaw
7 fafemsgenan &GEET sEsEw e
weafysfeg w7 Havm | UESHTH  sdeEEIgeEwIEa
ARG FASAATERIET THATAFRAT] -Seaedshy aramor-
TAUEIET - SAHAIATATSHFIET U —O0p. cit., p. 28.

1 Compare Col. G: A. Jacob’s A Handful of Popular Maxzms
Pt. ii, p. 10.
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ARG sfa——%ra‘rcmr-@qu-aqf{aiaﬁ-faaaraxﬁ
SqIITATAST  CATATEEdId:  q90H fasifeqeatd, «
qriarfe sfa EEAEETCAdl WA | TR
sgA-sqTaTacay '—°Locana, p. 245.

As an instance of TAIATHHILEALT the author cites the
Harsa-carita text © q F....qq&’ —Compare Abhinava-

qupta’s explanation : “HTAR (| FIAFAg =@, AT
adie esha efi e fawdg xan, farwegRd
o 9 W@h | EREEATEE Taagae [gad iR |
qasfisded: gfa e acd arat aafasay sagselaaa
gfe a5d o A€M \'—°Locana, p. 246.
TEXT
sa3wt o fr aEw ftrmssTgTEt - @
Sqsatafy 7 37 T AT FUNT TR
aEtEaT o aresgE et e wiRes
fz G g e R W a ey
T 4—
‘e 3% ffEt wEiee fr-afaie
TRy T -
g7 a1 WT—
A goroma faat g g
SrniclE i RER CEE LTI ERUA
o T meamfrqEgeEen o wgeR s |

EXPOSITION
§35. arafy arsal e, .. ATFRAATT—According
to Anandavardhana in the instance TA A AIAH ... TAIT
the figure fAAT ( i.e. fATSTAME) as based on Y is not
expressed through the denotative function of words, becaust in
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the sentence itself there is no word like S%ﬁ' directly expres—-
sive of contradiction or incongruity (faier), which is thus con-
veyed through suggestion (SA=SHT) alone. Butas against this
see Mahimabhatta’s remarks : ¢T¥ = HITFAIHT' —FIF

F-reziafear fay:, genfy aftvseas gegifwargm=al-
AT | qqT—

<gofY HU[: TATET = AT ASTLAT A 1

refed fadues weesaw awlRiaeEaq—Vyakti-
viveka, pp. 361-32.

I Fg....geq‘r'ﬂ'—-—ln the passage ‘Hﬁﬁfiﬂ'—-—’, arfq
expresses g I\T%T, and as such it cannot be regarded as a case
of WeaMfFaq@eafd. Itis merely an instance of FT=ATHY
and FT=AfFUY mixed up together (@gT). Compare °Locana :

a9 gifq | Feat WAt sregwaEl, qx A GO @6
¥fq dwT qea fawacay | @ fave wadicad: | 99 ? qrear-
FFET TTAGE: AATFFAAS@E: | 747 FAT Y
T TS H1E AATART AT | ITSY FATHHT: FIG
19 TATRFTFARTLEIA: \—O0p. cit., pp. 245-46. Compare
also the following note on faxgre w1eafa  as taken from
TGTFEMET :  “TIHSG FREALANT eS0T
fawa: | g1 agATAR— FaFeNfraagT av-fageifa-
EIEFAR I CHAGEE IR I CHEGEE A S - ke
fat 7 goa NfaaEgditt ssisqy fag Tagenfs
aragdifa fediasagaisdt faasg | awsamft ) afe g
Sagodifamagzala 1  fagodifamsfy, saifa-
gargsft garfeagagr wafivaaleny | qar g
sfyar S fgdiaraes 9 qarfacaeag, T safaag)
frarari igsamasty sgeaifaasa qafawsa 9 qea-
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FeqATT 7 qgTead W —Op. cit., pp. 159-60.

WT\ETT. ... 9d9q—qne might, however, say following
Mahimabhatta, that in the previous illustration of fqUIIFHTT-
wafy, viz. 9% T "@@EglaFm—, the fGAT has been
expressed by the perticle ¥, so it isnot a genuine instance of
sraairﬁaﬁmarfa. In anticipation of such an objection
Anandavardhana cites another verse of his own, viz. ‘HFH-
FLT—"1, where g0 is completely beyond the scope of the
denotative function of words.

Cp. “Locana : A7 WAGARANT THEY TeAFTT &
faQgamias oF 1 oegyr giEye gIuqit A 9 39
a1 FHIL: $1q AfX queAd: T0q, FeAfIAEeT SIMEINT-
gAE—gUfg ) AN [ AHIRIRUE FAN 1 AT
e @ 9 fratdia s Ay gfe &fre:, g w9 pom | 5g7
qUAGTA AARAT 79 (w1 aforragEaEt A
qrafaar & w9 =% agama wwtr ) gy fr e
frerd: | AN 30T | €FE Arean watag shy WA 10—
Op. cit., p. 246.

TEXT
§ 38 1 Pt srfRlElsfy e 1 T R
‘@ AsperEyla swandl 1 ar a@zafaa
¥ yewifea gl fagemmay 3

I According to Blahimabhaita this too is an illustra-
tion of F=ATIT on giounds already modted in the previous
foot-note : Zif  FrsTrEERRaTaeTH —Op.  cit., p. 366,
Pratihdrendurdja however considers it an example of ™9
which gives rise to the counition of f&<I¥, though only
apparent . Compare : ‘WA FIIH — TANAANT T | TATET
TR A HATIAT TEAMTTAAET (WA T AT T Fae -
SIS S A Aeaaa AT A=A q | |l faQigese-

wRrdafagger @9 1—0p. cit., p. 88.
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& oo fafant & s fc-
wmgasht @ fmea: aEn R ag

TS T S AR A Ao
Hﬁf q H&"I aqqm G| A mqﬁgam
LEREE BT HE

EXPOSITION
§ 36. Anandavardhana cites his own verse—& 3‘53{&?5—

safea—', to illustrate ?z'ﬁi'ﬂf%r"ﬁﬂ'\aaqfaiﬂﬁﬁﬁ- CTERET-
A I @ T T ITAEA | IWE WHERAFISE B~
qreugieragfasqzaead: 11”'—°Locana. Thus the excellence of
the solar rays over the feet of the anthropomorphic deity
is suggested in this verse. Mahimabhatta representsit as a
case of logical inference. Comp. ‘@ ﬁ‘a\-‘g&&‘amﬁa:—_‘ggqﬁ
Iwdai aremi safgimtsqasad Awi  Prefadvoeada
g n’—O0p. cit., p. 362. waa-asfq . .Fq:—In this way
other poetic figures too might be suggested. For example,
Jagannitha cites the following verse as an instance of F[sg-
wrferna-afyora-saf—

“qry wRead & a1 gaawafaeafy

qaTg% gETEATET T Arfeqwaiegar: n’'—
and observes : 17 Wiafa araawARgETIalead q‘ararci qeg-
Refra-os-wEraarAtneaggt  sal ggaas
argE-qrIRAT-TAT AR e T-Aegagaafedafi— op. cir.,
pp. 338-59. It is to be noted that Anandavardhana does not
at all refer to the ﬂE.ﬂf‘#’a{@a’FgﬁaﬁT as a separate category.
This silence on the part of the Dhvanikira has been construed
by Riyyaka in his Kdvdyaprakasa-samketa as testifying to the
non-existence of any such category. The verse TEIT Fa—
however which has been cited as a counter-illustration seems
at first sight to go against such a thesis, but -Riiyyaka has

7
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ably explained it away with clever arguments; The following
extract from the °Saritketa is very illuminating as it clarifies
the position of Dhvanikara vis-@vis that of later theorists
like Mammata with regard to sraasrfqag\assaf‘:r in general
and its possible divisions in particular ““...... g afé ES
FETRGT  FEgwIA gAY g5, graafy efad, g
FIGIATRO  ATHITGTAEGIX ¢ T STHTAT AATH-
w13 %9 afg aegars sag wia ? 9w, g qS=ARA
FEAFIIET TAIET Al TFFETHIANIH ASGIAAH
afg areavdtamrERag ey stamgergeagy, swaar
seragIged qfgrl 9 ) swase farawd sagd
gfy arearden aefRY oqaeft | ¥ T awfEatz-
T | TF  ASEIFAT =T T grasafzagn aufa-
YAEl FEia  SvaRfRaeaEnaa  gdasafy, 7 Faw
FeeRfFaedd | AF TF eqfapar “enfacg gatesR:
FEEIFRAT TFAA-Feafewiwarsegeafals asEafa-
et ®faa, 7 aegarafn) ewaafraueg aead-
axasfaeasfy —sdaaFiafand smifga 1 sug
TAFI! JAARHAS W qeamfrane  Feqgeafqavg-
TEA 1 Glae O G — ISV FA et
sfqaratfac 7 @il wergFana Al ta-
e daereaaiFaned Ay ag wiagar gear
Fga AE wRAFAES  MIIERIWET I -
ffaqean Sagaq aq At fg swdvafs swisarasa-
graisfy eaqdmy) sfv fard  geraavvum Ganedst
FETCAIRT | ASRARTHY  GFGAR | CASTEgaT
guanfraeisargm:  g&fiia: s gzd asalE-

I. 'Mammafa.
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weEgstaty © fawaqar  sforfzas n—op. cir, oo
29-30. Also, while commenting on the verse ‘IIsIEI-
WIOT—’ cited by Mammata as an illustration of IWIFTEA-
aweIf, Riyyaka observes: AT IYJgFAT E"Tqﬂﬁr’ﬁﬁw—

fregafagar | Rewgsagrrag  weafagsa, a1
aftgara-TsTIgeeaq adafrmgea gy farea,
wd = weswfEg® aFqargeenty @iy swamfmee
gad f3 a7 dafag amromsETmar wfagsag ) @
afty frezgaadi aseadaFaaifaaaanta gea-
a7 quid, ggsad wig PRy dfra— songwaniEa-
qBEIAIIEN Ao, FATIAT ARG | HIAT
FAGACTAFIICGATT 79 7 TG | FA99 AAT ASR-
affaqe FErEalt wafteq ATFIEIAE SIFANTY I—
Op. cit., p. 36.
\ TEXT

539 | FATRITATR=AT TA: § JHIGA |
TEAATIY TEI-I3, STARIHA (A & 1R

Pl maMeTEawiEraiE s 71
AR AATGEEIGIAFA AN 1 T

wErfefy dawt oA fegeatge |
FRTEASTAT O i Al

7 f; ASTFAFTITOAGIES A AR TR
Rt safrfonaesd swafa @ sem-
ST A T Tar A9 eeeEiaa-
frary framgaeerfenfort et st &
TEA ITSET QU | qA) PARANR qgEER T8
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TR FEAT AT AARATRIO AR
qid g ofigadter Sefdemiat e
wwfafan) w g auerifrerfmafger ®
waifas | TEEEEal S S |
T 9 [RSINETEISSTIAwT  STsEe
ICEER G A A | g—
dFawrenwd fad aman fagearn
g vaTEd Sets ffeaa
o Aemafriea Fsawragras faf@y )
EXPOSITION

§ 37. Anandavardhana now takes up the other variety
of GEzgFasaia based on material significance LRI ).
In the case of aziirfqagmaﬁr it is the matrer thatis more
important than the words expressive of it. In saxf3a° the
change of the fi®s word would be accompanied by the
absence of the suggested sense, But we must note one thing—
viz. that in the case of material suggestiveness (W’i’ﬂﬁﬂﬁa‘
zaft ), a koowledge of WHRW, I, AIGeA etc. besides
that of the matter itself is absolutely necessary f{or the compre-
hension of the suggested sense. As Mammala notes (—

“FHFAIGSAFRAT ATFAATATIG (A

SEATaRARTHIEE (et SfAATSH |

FisaeaT AT ggeaiar<y eafaaa |1 11 —0p. cit., 111.1-2

As Abhinavagupta observes later on in commenting on
‘gl Fxg— as an example of IWFATFIHGE fT— aa-
qffeaag MITMEAERITIAN | qqafaaeg  TH -
FUE | AFET VHIATEY AfgaaguisrassaraEiar-

zqecq 7 fafsd  arasyl<aeam@nd: (1’—e°Locana, pp. 253-
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254, Riyyaka, too, follows Abhinavagupta in distinguishing
between th> two divisions. Vide his remarks on IwqaarfEa-
gaaarq in the extracts quoted above.

‘FITFIEA : - . .¥7q:'—Comp. *Locana : “Ud WAARIL-
wE eafrprardargged safi—saft 1 ser sl
FEATIIATN | EqFeariaaoreafaaeararefausomag
T AT, A7 aEatEEg @ oar g arand-
IRAEANGT T FIFT TTH | S IITRET T SATTE—

Q
TAM: TAGIAETI 577 | oA 3f Tea: TR SATRATH: |
Iffa frafe sarasd —mszearard faAafa w—op. cit.,
pp. 247-48. The suggested sense thus based on material
significance ( g=faa ) must not be expressed or hinted at
by any particuiar word or words., We have already discussed
this topic in a previous section.

a97. ... f979:— Anandavardhana cites the Kumdrasambhava
verse ‘TFATMATT—" as an instance of g fFaqa-Wiazaf of
the §FYYFA type. Though Ty, Mg etc. are gemerally
classed as 37%RH, yet under certain circumstances they might
be classed with g¥F and ASHIY as falling within the domain
of the THETFHA category.

Tql. ...5q9: FHIT - Where the fawra’s, AqWTE’s and
sgfyrarioara’s, are clearly stated in all their details, the
emotion suggested therefrom would be regarded as YSEY-
FHAFI. But when the apprehension of the syfsrafoatg
or any of the coustituent factors be delayed, the Tg suggested,
.would be classed as H"E%'&q%qaqﬁ:;[. Compare °Locanag :—

“graffr—safasiint  wnesrwaqar saafuaeds
gfqafa: eafqwnfiasn, o g asfEkaE e
faaq sfa 7 @EirtaQa: | @ f§ swq aabwenfomfy
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W wasid: sfaafafeafs fmava wagw
Wafq--aafy TRl st c{a T Freq: FA(EE
Tfy # walsosamaes fawa | aF fg farmmm%w
gt safiarfondvass g wieda  weeafsa-
WARTFAFA: | qal-—= C

‘Fratorafasswaren 197 gaardia Ao |
IIIATAT FARAATCAIIAT TATEATATFAT (1

—ZATRY GRS EIAITA (T A e A T30 AT |-
‘afragrg sorfafyacany faetmeamT=ci = |
FATgH AT o gSTHwaT gysqAre graw a1y |

—FAA g 9 |

‘greg rfaq afesadaeasimarey sare Uf’«’T |
suIE faramees syryraarg A

—u7 fy waeAn: SqANT quAAT aer I agqEl-

a1y gafafyagar 7 gaqraes giaaer  wEEMEEArn-

T TAMAMTAE  SiqgEATAIeag ey safwsTi:

greniEisaEat: geiia g fEeEEede

sxfyanfragorat gigeafq | safg=ifot TzasgRT &%-

FAFFTEAAAFMAATI I AFAET | T THEHN0A-

qeTgEed ¥ wegunsfy gardet vy st owiefa

wsaral fogaafy gad, «fy g swiwaTeEaifegaean-
fr Fwsagr@a) vaeanfy
g3q ua safwaifcersy aafersaam  widify gateransees-

FAIA | FEAALATJ 97 SLTFAEH + JAAT WA~

5% FIBAERT AAfq 11"—O0p. cit., pp. 248-49.

a7 7....9%A9 fAfkaq-ln the verse ‘ggIHI-
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HAGH—* the sense suggested by the act of closing the
lotus-petals—viz. the time of assignment of the lovers after
sunset, has been hinted at by the expression ‘GHAFISHAT

fde—’ and as such it cannot be regarded as a case of -
WW&’F{I‘J%{?E. Comp. °Locana: 3fag fa=r-zfy ?Igﬁ
qgeTT=9% A fagTeTy —ax Afq | F-asTegTeaeard |
weIfq | wewmwaeg qarfy eardafy dw gFAEta
AATMIHAT geqe: | 7afa =17 WearqeEAamsiT g
afy 7 weafazfrarale: vasdfy sa=asd 7 fraied qarfy
AT IIgH AIAGIsHFaTEd susww 3fq 1 qae™ wARdg
MeantaAfEgaTRETTs Nig gevafaaa | agr siaag—
TR A X g wisfy g T gfaag | fRfag gAfw-
s § wefdgaae: 9wy aifass @3 o ganE-
FsaFaAfq sFTa™ T 1—0p. cir., pp. 250-51. See
also Jagannatha’s remarks in his Rasagangddhara, pp. 250-51,
where the verse has been cited.
TEXT

§3<) qITI—
EIEgFAEAIs 575 3915 HEAT g7 |
TERHTY ENF AsATEHREA: 1R

TEIRMSITFA | wRETEr qshy
srgnsy: AT AU @A SRR alsenag-

1. ‘The verse has been cited as an instance of the
figure of speech H&W in the Kavyaprakdsa, Ullasa X. Compare:
oF AN AT FIT offq: Fifaw: ERaFerren: Ffar
fragERd eEHEAT  Slear  gFa: —Govinda Thakkura’s
°Pra;ipa. '
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WAIFE FHET WO RN | AEEaFIsageT
M @ ofd A | ISR | 9 qEITe
qqT—
08 | wrn fiR Aegens e Ee
FEP: 1 91 0 a7 Iofrr aferEam @i
gerew guonfafy wrmassTan wfaen
7@ wEdtngR 1 | a7 i qeamgt wif i
SR TAT—
T ST g7 TRUATTATAAN aral
frsmrEsmtfreag: gRrETE aaTsT »
wfer, qrargdEr FferaferanfranoanT
TRITART” R FIIARTa AT AesTEag |l
QIIFAT TAT-TEAT 3T TAE |
EXPOSITION
§ 38. In the preceding sections the two divisions of
HEEAFAT G —viz. FeRAFaA@eal and  sqwfaages-
tgfq have been already defined and illustrated. And it had
also bzen noted in that connection that the suggested sense
should in no way be stated in words—which would take away
its claim to be included in the domain of tgfq. In the
present Kdrikd the Dhvanikara makes similar observation
with regard to the third variety of Twegmueafq—viz.
gerdiaaRiFageeafd, in which @sq and 314 conjointly
suggest a particular sense. Thus there must be one or more
fz@se words besides others that are not so (see Abhinava-
gupta’s remarks already quoted ), in a case of YWIAfFT-~
ﬂ’\ﬂ'ﬁﬁl‘. So it is “& priori evident that the wnit of IWgaiag~
q\mﬁﬁr must be a sentence or a compound expression, consisting
of more than one component, some of which must be fR@sE
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and consequently irreplaceable q&a;?qag ) by synonyms.
As Govinda observes in his commentary on. the verse—
‘ATEFZTILMN—" cited by Mammata as an illustration of

Swanfrrgesaly : o mraTer-Fiiadifay-sEaieTr
BT | AT F sgeRaaaR: afgcaagaar, aggifyacani-
TIATIAAT I Fearfy egsaseaq geargragszagwt i1/ —
©Pradipa, p. 102 Hemacandra in his Kavydnusasana, however,
does not record G‘ﬂaﬂfaﬁq\% as a separate variety at all and
includes it under iraf—;srfaraq\mafa itself, He quotes ‘d+g-

F7gTAT— as an instance of SEERIESECICEIRCE AT
Compare : 3% FezaFear UfaAfaarsqar sagar . aaf
gagifaafs gm=fmfy a9 asasafc 7 geafa
farsaafrawatenfa wsfaals gg@g u—o0p. cr., p.

I, 9 &R¥ —K.P,IV. 19.

2. The following extract from °¥T, a gloss on °FEIq
by Vaidyanatha Tatsat, is important : SwzEaMify ga=E+Efa
AW | A7 FRACSTAATT  ASATASY AT THFATI AT
Themffageca | fEwERsEIEd 9 AR
gt foragarsasTad cadafFasmarea. qaard QU AT a Fag-
affaed saafad | 9quE, ‘I 1 TE— IR SuNi-
RN i RS e E I O B AL EC I RCAT S B
ST, |, T g afawadeafy 9 g1 swanfmyeasgsatt | & g
JRAIEITAY ASFIEA[Acds Tgaa—Ioc. cil. We should
note that according to Mammata’s view SIGFIT alone can be
suggested comjointly by TsT and §F, and not FF. As he
states : ‘gERTATAAF:—, IV. 18. But this view is contrary
to the position of Riiyyaka and Dhvanikira as well, who
includes FFgEafT too as ome of the varieties of srdafagnaeaf.
Ses Riiyyaka's statements cited above.
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42. Manikyacandra in his °Samiketa on Kavyaprakdsa follows
Hemacandra. As he notes : T JTARIAETATATNS-
AFratam qufaagagdT s EERCEUESPIE IR S
TAHATTAT | TS Tl srffshy sqsorreqarfy frose
sERafraa srgrrireaty et msakqt"afaiar T
g% gfa q<aq 1—0p, cit., p. 119.

Jagannitha very ably summarxses the different views in
the following passage of the Rasagangadhara Z{%Iﬁl’ Fezarfag-
qwFd  adafsaqend  Iawaafy TFBT AT,
AERFATTEAN (AT czrgirezrarrmqra qaify afcgea-
gfgsral searal w97 qavgEaE giarAg WA o
TRTAEFATET  STFAT  qeAISTATT A9 |
afeafqafzsratl § wadsdaata marag gan af
TRAA:  AAATATETAT GewqIRAY TYMAE
T g9 g Fe afgfd  sgmmmmegEEeT
TRl AFSAGAIY, afy § awady, a7 gsdiaa-
AfFrgese sagaen feafififd g wafn 7w
TerfragasaaT ERRIERE G TR C I T Lo L
fafrasraEm ) afy arfirfﬁwaquﬁawm‘r
galor TAdfagn, srgwiz U gwwds:; ® g
SAGAAFT TRATTATATG 1. ... 9 T FIA0T | T3GTERA
FEAT | AT ararﬁarmwfaaamfawﬁ S
fad it 7 g gEwid, afmy arafrmddaar-
3 | wA gl fRTeRaEaTRy A ERETs-
ARGFARAATATALAE g, famamgatq | weazrfa-

1. WA AT RE  GEEEEray Ara—Nagoji
Bhatta’s gloss, :
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AFHAIRR g ARMTICFERITNMILAE 9T 5
faurstemvarm: | 7 fg awrdezarafed oo sfaeay )
AT TARACEASFAAAE TR e —geang:
—Op. cit., pp. 172-174.

| B[STITFAT. . . . 31S & 1T — When the sense suggested through
Fegarfaa.  wgmfaa or gwamlsa, is again  expressed
in words, it 15 reduced to a mere poetic figure from the status
of €qfq. Or, if there be any sH@egFHeafd—Ilike T4,
WTF etc. besides the suggested sense in question, the latter
becomes a sort of embellishment somewhat different from the
common poetic figures, and enhances the effect of the former
( viz. ¥4, WiF ete. ). Anandavardhana has noted these two
alternative interpretations of the present Kdrikd. In the
first case ¥4d: must be in the ablative case, in the second it

is in the genitive, Compare “Locana : HFFIATFHIT FAq-
T GAATFTCGET A%AT AAT  FUHAIT G-
AFgzos afwafs afogg—aar If &7 SEaus=e
gamaly  gdn: 9wy wRae wEE: 1 [s|El
Yawda: | gisAfg ) T safaal, afy g SwiEsr
FEAE: | AT sATERA  qesTEa: % GEFEEAngT:
T SISl AT aTARTAS FTUIGAT FAa S R
BFR A | gAwT gar fgur arearEafy 1—op. e,
pp. 251-52. ‘

a'q%r ...... qqIfi:—°Locana explains the verse as
follows : fawaciifa fawra:1 wreAwgey wfafaer st
wege: | Feqisal afq: w1 os@r arad T gefEar
TR0 o fiqaq CednaaeRad: | afvnd T mEaE-
qrF g% frafa et | sarmafafy a99-
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T frdrarsatshnnag 3f fafar ) srfmfa arfg
Fuel qedFada gar ket wade dEra
gearedd HALT | CAAAGFATEAT § AR BATB-
argagTalgAFal a7 sfadleaqr aqEHAE AAF
igIEdT W g sfwrafaRs SERLUICACEEL
TAN | A UF GAUEIAETE | FERTE wafaarr-
sqIei gRIO STTeatd weawEr sl Sfadr qafaaes
qwag @ A e gied aghafa gere—Op. i, Pp-
252.53, :

SEaT. . SANGIR —SATRIEENSA T - Locand.

geaar....favy —weafafa wm T\ —Locana.

TEXT
§ 32 | MEIFEmAfIEAgT FeaE & )
safst fEfEa Fa1 argAisaEg 9F: urel

AR, ORETETR Sl a1 STFAlsd I
el 2 SR - F FACEEE 919w, el
st U, e 9 fEm o w
TRfRFrE T O F9T—

AT gIiTE o 31 A GATASFELE |

wfiAaz AR ATEATES e 1

Hifazas AT TRET-
‘erafifn— wTfy o 9T AT—

A AR AL |

seggrr fer wewzed foor gz amfE

et T A At aRTsIAEERE T
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daw  afnfeidRarfufrmeds | aeEra—
aifsfa— wemfy) guTar—
fafefesswoama ST ATEE afaEd s
UNTGETTAGEEOIY O55 G ||
EXPOSITION

§ 39. Anandavardhiana classifies suggestion based on
material significance ( aémf&a:‘r\maﬁ) into three’ categories
according as the maiter (3!5) concerned is objectively possible
{ T g¥AT ) or invented by the poet’s own imaginative
faculty (*fﬂ'ﬂ?ﬁf&ﬁﬁ{@ﬁ) or again brought into being
not by the poet’s fancy but by the imagiration of some one
among the characters created by the poet—the creatures of
the peet’s Muse ( wfafmagaagiidifsafarea). Mammata
follows the Dhvanikara without trying to justify the plausibility
of the above classification. See Kavyaprakdsa, IV. 16-17.
But Hemacandra in his Kdv)dnuSdsana contends that this
classification is unnecessary and incongruous inasmuch as
the three above mentioned varieties have the essential property
of being the outcome of poetic fancy common to all of them.
Even matters that are objectively real per se cannct find place
in a true poetic art if they are not transfigured by the poet’s
imagination. As he remarks : ‘¢ =Y I@IGWAL, FHia-
Perfraamfseraad,  shfFazasgde Faamiaaa-

AN ar—2fT waFgd 7 grEAn. | standiGaaafafag-
A aeafag: | Nefrmaain @agafEasiy afE-
faggzary | sEMEfERa 9 wafragamakifaity
&% g9’ —Op. cit., p. 46. Manikyacandia in his Sariketa
follows Hemacandra. Jagannitha in his Rasagarigidhara
criticises the threefold classification, though he recognises
whe first variety—viz. TETHA ar. According to him the last
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two varieties should be really classed under one'single head.
Compare his remarks: ufgwrfafgazaifaga=e %Fﬁ'-‘dg*
feagasg-ifmfaoraggan 7 grmoaifaar, sfwal-
fearazfa AgraesniasTme | @ 9 qeafy segfrageamm-
qraTd, qEEATREraTaEnafy arsay | gaaiERaEg
BB E AN qATA T SFATT-
qqa: I—Op. cit, pp. 134. Nigoji Bhatta, however, in his
comments on the above text of the Rasagarigddhara upholds
the view of the Dhvanikdra. As he observes :—

- cqgifmfaray  faafafive 53 s=afafaaag
slafragifFafaed  FursaframyiEsan garfs: |
gm: =T SAFarEEaIdfaETar aaqEEanT

Aifeqaifenary:  gqepoEfs g A il—loe. cit. The
following observations of Riyyaka in his Kavyaprakdsa-
saritketa in this connection arc important and worth perusal :

“qY T EAEATITAr aiE sgsAFTANAET AET SIAA A
FaoaEi=assanfy dgag fFfEff T st
9o SgSSRIEIIAr Jai Wad  qff srsaTed gy 9-
qraearg  sagAraTaEary frfafy  arfafrasa ) s=sag—
fafaenfrstaonaacag | sgswwa fg afafad 7 sagrag
gaifz wfraed: sfafqaga gar N sfrafzg g
sqsa 7 sfauiaaizar aify eaagweT 1 gar frafdr
T AW TORTAGR  qEACT  FATAAMGATT
watad gfd srsaFeaapmaEg | Firag FafagifEa-
Yedg  sfatafaaliokg @7 ersawl 7 TgmEwda
qar ‘qewy gUEAA—  TAREEAIEAl afgEwarae,
7 @awl, 71T sialaag sxaeated, aFgREmTaT |
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sfrgamafy: sife-fafiad g watad eaafsd ) sfag
ITEEIY Wi I aaaT sAsIFT ag7 ‘EATEAr -t
TFIHTIIL eiFenagiy  fegq,  gaifraem arsswaw
gftax 1 wewr =ty saxfamifornsty  frwagaasicfe-
Jread gdtfafrfaerag afaoreamr adft aqgaa
STAZAN, T WIAAT | AT AT TEgE A AT
ATAFFIFACT WAEAA: | GEAT  ASTHEAAIILT  a59q
fAfrgam exrgafryaay J 39an, 9 sAgdaaa-
ardrfa 11”—o0p. cit., pp. 31-32.

wfameifaa... SUFER Z¥—Abhinavagupta explains the
gathd : ‘gssE gIfEAET— as follows : T Fg=azAqqls-
ageraar gsvafy Faw, T qrazgafy-s@dfaaar gudfy-
AT EATIFASIRAT AEHTUR AT F-aaT TT IHAT AT
EFAM AEHGFATIEIIEN FHOT Aleuterafasa< saafF ¢
FIRT IR QUCHAUEFTALAN fg FegAIE A msSw
TYIG | UST F FAEE: S i—O0p. cit, p. 255

‘Ffafqag. .. .?{Emf‘&"-——The verse ‘far@fifor—- has been
already cited in the first Uddyota. ‘@1¥ wifgq favawa gan:

gadifa 7 sasawar F1faq | gar g Ffafagger afwsr-
YET qRUE IFIIeT SRIFIEqar sqssheas —ibid.

I. Mahimabhatta thus establishes the inferential nature-
of the suggested sense : 'TSHE—" TAT F(AUG IRAATA (ST
TR GITATG- G, i QINTaIeaarTe,  aEH -
qEfFSAA AR | §F T g AT A
wFEEER ACAH-AASFGATARaE Ay TR -
wqqaT G9fT GEETAUT IMIAATEEEEHan § o ag: | FR-
Fraa A Tag TN 7 Jui GIAARA e (AEaaq e fi—
Op. cit., P.45T.
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‘qrAT. ., .wﬁfé’—See °Locana for an explaination.of
chis Prakrit stanza : TJAY qrafag FArAAaT aarsty

FATFANARGNAGAAT | atad Fqqn gRasTEmT
feaafaadafags sfmafadn adamaEsisTIged™-
qEEL: F T AIAMG TG TNLAEAAT FAG | TG
JrEwArTal @At gfa fg 999 7 sass=ar '—op, 256.
‘qugqug ..... g0 —Comp. °Locana: farfgwia-
HITUHT JIEIAET FOAq | qeAg g emmadr gfeaishr
yaRaq g g a997 sxaqamataran ) Aaarl fafay-
wgifa: wamafy efa amt @nmreafmme afge=a-
frersiaaig oxfafs wiafars adifafe seifaag
iz  gieafaasifeash wafy sfe a efage:
TGS | QU AT FAT FAT FUAA, ATEET 7 q0At, IiEfy

afe segaifeasTaiad qar agar  atwrafig st
raafq 1l—p. 257. Thus the suggestiveness of a TI:HWAT
matter  ( FE] ) 1is irrespective of any poetic description
and imaginative remouiding, as the closing statement in the
above extract from °Locana makes it sufficiently clear. Vide
“the observation of Mahimabhatta on this gatha : “fafglgss—’
EEAT FAREAT AT qaEE: grnaiiE s |

-q= sreat: fafafr=ewaguar afr end’ wmw gg:1 aqr-
sqafagegear—afy gamwd @xdsdaR aE anife
aragaedl fenfed aqauan wr a9 afgded ag-
=TT aaRIRAE AR a9y iy fafafiss-
ATAFNYRISE FAT | 9T Fa41g  FRAFTSATHTA G-
“mg AT AT TR sttt garme g
SATEAT W 3T 1 AT 929 A9 WA GIT TEAT: GIEAT-
W ATk FRgaafy smadan —op. ci, p. 452
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TEXT
§ 80 FAATHWFEN INTTT: TAGT |
NFLAIATAFEE: @ THRUSTU <37 1YW
TR TSRS ETia fa-

AWISTAET AISITRIRAT  AATGEATEEaFs=at
=il

EXPOSITION

§$40. In the illustrations already cited in the previous
section dealing with the fwo (or three) divisions cf ERRitad
ﬁ%’gz{fﬁ', the suggested sense was in the nature of a mere
Jact (FTHIA). In the present section the Dhvanikdra
©observes that there are cases of aﬁ'ﬂfqﬁq\@?ﬁfﬁ' where the
«content of suggestion is an HHFIY, as in the case of FE-
-srfaﬁ{maﬁr already discussed in details. What more, in
ﬁ&ﬂﬁ'ﬁﬁi‘o”oﬁ'ﬁ, the suggestive matter { ETFIST ) itself
might be a mere fact ( FEIATH ) or an ‘imaginative mood’
partaking of the characteristics of a distinct poetic figure
( o%%d g€ ). So, just as a EJ might give rise to the
-comprehension of some other qxg or JHFIT, so also a
particular ¥HHTT might in its part similarly suggest both

&g aud ABFIT. Comp. °Locana : qamfﬂ%{rﬁ;ﬂﬁ feviar
ATIAIATA  eusAAacq  gEgeafaeqgar faefa: « gae
TEIT ASFIEY  eqewAseHFICATanty  wafy-gan—
-~ . .

JIAT | T Fae AeRIREHTC TAEY  gElEadrar
FaRATRT | afy a1 7 F9S a7 FEgATS QAT q1aE-
srrsfy zafimena: | sraged S —-gAfg 10—
Op. cit., p.257.

8
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TEXT
§921 St r@rwf‘;:?r::fmaram—
IR EEa] O Eral 9w |
q |af werwme fwe gew 9giiE: &g
qFT =75 AAET T SORET E @S0 gwT-
ARAT IR Ehmem iz aEEhin |« qur
T gERriTTrsTn TR A w3
faere e WO s T qasarEy i

EXPOSITION

§ 41. Poetic figures like SIAT, ®IF etc. are usually
found as expressed ( 137 ), but they can also be suggested
(5AG1). See motes on Uddyolal, Sec. §30 ff. Thus in the case
of §§ag, 74T is apprehended in the background through
suggestion, and even ancient teachers like Bhimaha, Udbhata
etc. have noted this phenomenon and it is not very difficult
to demonstrate either. As °Locana remarks : Q:[‘a?' gfa

g =ff 7 a3 eriwrEATST fRsd ey |
SINTT TTF T HE T gE@: G |
geag a0 gl wgeg faggar v gfv v
‘qean: wifored § ATRAFSqUTATgle:  qewar— gTer
SIUT ®IF AT N | AfGwAART A gateniy
EFFIATATEH 11— Op. cit., p. 258.

TEXT
§93 1 FI9 TSI T—
FAFAE Taat a5 was |
AIUEE A ATET A AW =3 (1on
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. L]

0T FYALY < ‘qgmm"qwmqmr qAW T
amx-‘-rwarf&rmm e A FEEE A A
QU1 AT 9 ATEEES R A TeaeEs
TARET ARFAEETAMS SR8 ||

EXPOSITION

§ 42. For instance, though in =Ifg¥F the apprehension
of similarity lingers in the background, yet we would be
wreng to regerd it asan instance of ITATEF{H, for it is the
expressed contrast that is more charming than the suggested
similarity.  Jagannitha in his Rasagangddhara has a very
illuminating note on this point : I ¢ 3?5’5‘37‘(‘{@'( viz.
safayFes ) Fgriqeaaafagsaiaifaay, 7 quard-
WH ) T AIEASHAN | HET T A0 I3 |
T Jozmafa: 1 fagrargsaga, | o) IgquIgLERTRe
769 qgargaained IgFYIIIaT §eF  qEUgTERRY
ALAIFATATAESSTT AT FIGRATIIET AT |
afs 9 qagEzagmratesr fafaa: @R, ofEde-
IEFIASTAF: Q| FEweARfas  sgafagar s
god 9 A sfa gdeAwaggl U 9 sqgemEts
AR quraRE userafy dNaEY gawwing adwd-
fag @ sngsRiEyaEg gwadfa Trs™Ea: 11—op.
cit., pp. 470-71. So also in the case of 9%, ®IF etc.
Vide notes on Uddyota I, Sec. §33.

TEXT

§93 1 IYT—
ez foar wfeol wueft gger=eft =sm)
Al auaEiEr FHET a0 I A%
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v €

—renfigrariasy aft A HgERT T s
fyeed, 7 STFEEEETAT | T T AT FL-
gaAT FEEIED AT |
EXPOSITION

§ 43. ‘TFEAFAE....TeE —Comp. *Locana : FERATGIGIAT
7 franfat T sl aTawTenT: | asATaEiT Freawai
faar Hgal GESAAT | SeEAgERT  ARTAT TERE
areaderatt aq BRad, susdtesn anwaias-
wernif, FATES oarar AfTETE-ATIERaTE, g6 aTE-
gran: g AgEeERagEt, aq 8d FEISAEn
gsmafcamamandt g fav 2ft Saxaemawmi |
FAIET TEATE—ATHAT qraq Heqed F=w gAAT fFReT,
gesaar Freafacdy  mealsfy sAUY | Y F G
gt FrEameRsraRR Y qeeEEdarag | qur & B

garewoigat afraaa st Dowtda SEFE TAOHEE 11—
Op. cit,,p. 260. All this is re-iteration of what has been
‘already discussed in the Vreti under Karika, 1. 13.

TEXT
SRl AT § STEPRAAT qreARd STRENE an
PR TR IF: | Tq—
‘ qreasiRy seara. gLy afy @ wevEg fagen-
fergraeTe qEIAAEERAE AT SR
&g ey fefufy = axegiwAMEgaE-
TR ETRE 299 sanafa s oA |
9T 7 FAT—
e ffafes ga skt
BRSO AU @A !
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v 2 w3 A
gAwAT TSR T |
iy FATISTIOsT- TSI FEIAETTTFT-
gz reafafify sqega =re=
EXPOSITION
§ 44. Abhinavagupta esplains T7FI(d in the verse
qreafiy— as follows i— ‘HICHRHTAIIFAEAAIT
qeast  aqpTRaafafr  ieEEa-adEEeETEATE
fafegq  wavdTarEg FEO o | AliA 9389 SAEeAd
zfr Tty AFEEIY g 49 T ATGRATIA
qex graedead | qafy =0x eafaiwr wifa, gafrE @
FTPIATACT, AAAA | FEaE ArEany gewHE-
&7 qTeET aredmiaat-aftds ¥ agwAEE |
T GRS SIHATAT:, IT Ti=ATEHIU-
TIRICHE  SAEIET WE | A1 aisEuTqesHil et

I. Kuntaka, as appears from the Resume (Unmesa IIT)
of the Vakroktijivita prepared by Dr. De, cites the verse
‘qresfii— as an instance of sETamTAEAfGYE ( see p. 208 ).
Does Abhinavagupta Lere refer to this view of the author
of the Vakroktijivita ? 1o another place Abhinavagupta
appears to echo Kuntaka’s observations. For example, the
following passage of the °Locana : 9F fg ‘@2y qk g ST
FIqETET TEAAL AH FAGA TARANAAG agad: ‘Sl AT
qqeq’ 5f w7 (Op. cit., p. 359)—is closely reminiscent of
Vakroktijivita, II.22 : wfy fegrax o7 onfeg 7 Sq=Q1
grarfastad aftgas A el Tsq 1—and Vrrd thereunder,
in which the verse, of which &&T @ areafd is but a hemistich,
is read in full,
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¢ L g

fafssfiarnes: g @ af wedafeadgaEdE ) 9 9
QAT 47 2 = WEITAATFEIST: | gAREE YAl e
T g aasly gEg FrArAwEeT: | qA7 g 99 -
g frar gaafy straeaafa | qat faer = fegr usgTa-
FegraEdE ez wreaiaiarEfafd | geee &9
gogiFsdaegausfags . 1—Op. cit,, pp. 162-53. Jagan-
nitha however criticises Anandavardhana and holds that ihe
poetic figure 'ﬁ‘rﬁ-amﬂ: is suggested here. The knowledge
of identity ( GTETEATETIYTY ) between the king and Lord
Visnu brought about by a conscious act of volition (M),
which forms the basis of the figure of speech ¥9%, cannot
produce the feeling of terror, which can be caused only by an
illusion of identity ( qrEteEAWATfA) that is spontanecus
(earxfas ) and as such requires no aid of volition at all.
Besides, the knowledge of identity and the feeling of terror,
standing to each other inthe relation of cause and effect,
must coinhere in the same substratum, which however is not
the case in the present illustration, the former being in the
poet and the latter in the ocean. Thus ®IHEA(T is absurd.
As Jagannitha observes :—

“HIAFTIATAATEG— AT — TAT TIHRHAA FHTe7~
AREATEAATLTFETACarg: | afsg=aqg 1 a9 =
SofyFraRgaT faseaad ey | qe9 YA S faRIfea-
F SafiETaETEEETaEcragTeT  Afadaifaf,
T EIFY | ISSATA R faeaaea feaasd Frrss-
@ | wfassfarsEs Jafaswarsg | agEig Fa
fysqareed  sod:  FHSTITIANT | FwqEToata =TT
wifaafa safaefa aear g a5 1””"—O0p. cit., pp. 327-28.
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Vide Wahimsbhatta’s remarks :  ‘qreqalT.— 3797 SEHI.
BIAFEIZAAT TANAET A=A qIa  Hergrmaaar -
frrgaraar  daraudimaseaqaatysT  gEeEsT
s aTamr FrgEasT wdy eaaRe wfagn: @ @1 aEeET
YFTET @7 1eq gy galizadear Afgsad &9 eaEang
FEMTATILTAIATRE SAAMEAiT . arataida
ST TG |1"—O0p. cit., p. 430.

‘GTE%T  ....qa1{q’—Abhinavagupta explains the verse
as follows : “@Aoq geqrAgigar, Fifva: § 1 avai qix-
gfeania dfawsnfa gaofs gwfaafa fGeaafs aa
AT FITHIGEAT GAGE FHEFAEIT T SIR(AgaAS
ATAAT  GHEFKZAEAREEEL Aleul gEEn a8l
HTHEASA | 4T FTAT 9 T, 9 g @AY STHHTH |
FOFTITEE W 9 07 g geqirugeaaaiareaadia
Wieg edn SwiEaaar egase | | 9fq oq  geada-
geagqaad seufnaieagsg: | SORT: WERE: AATd qAEr
TR I TFA T AT ASATIRILCH EEIET A-@T-
FBFAT FAAQFFTIET HATIIA, TIF  FFGATRAT |
JEEAGFIWRAT 39T | § = T ASAF: | AT FFI-
FRATFTAET qEIHAG FIATT %A sAafqead | qd-
97 eqq¥y 3T gae 1'—  Op. cit., pp. 263-64. For
Mahimabhatta’s observations see Op. cit., p. 431.

TEXT
§en | SurARTII—
i 193 glavenfeoa ffarrgsy
fagt Renagerasfm 57 sgefar
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¢

T 77 987 BEa e T IEERA ST —
d aror fafEgatsrnfey frssmga’
fymrR frar’ fuafas ggasma |
srRTATEIT—
a FwmufasE_gm grdtafaam aman
TsmzEan oD oy Al qaE)
anfEgiwn  srfrrTAE TR TR ERTE s
SRR A TEITHTET FHA ||
EXPOSITION

§ 45. ‘EFTTTUT.....ag@fHng’——"Locmza thus explains the
verse 1 SAIMFATIqaTeATEATRIAT  AHAATATTF AT -
qAEHT! 7 AGEAEgaastt g8 aufaay sf aatiw
FEASEI ) 7 g I sFeaAEigar fyagagsaanat
FHESTAATAFLCANT  AFAAY AIAIATY  TIFTHREIRT TG
Wfamzmifes agam fr 99 Siafamangm? byg
SETATAT: A7 (|—Op. cit., pp. 264-65.

qgT. .. FEAAOT—AGUIEFAN  =f 1 q@ET-
fastt fz qaem guddy SwegTt arearfaE o
o7 gafEguandatz & 5 959 agyaafafa agvista-
TEGAT  SFTIgeaTgEd  as | AredEenad g
sfraf=aiqaaiomfacas: | J97 rarg o1 guearg g0
THE qAI% I g3 qq FYATT GFATI VTR TG T
frarort favaray frafaaw, , aea@iFs-afRgraT-aRTaI=-
gaasfamaft §9 #9337 Faq1 90 ged ascaed
fafsfiarsaerarsaeanmmafefy aaq:  aifraifea-
FEATSHIT | FAFAAT FIGAT | FFS AT Fawara s
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= fg dut agawt aregg ga 1 w@ U7 T wTEsElA:
TTFEATACTATONE T AGTETFATT %quﬂ‘?ﬁ a?j;q?i’ra“
arged Tgfa ) qeT T Wrzzd FEAFIRY: WETET 1—
Op. cit., pp. 265—56‘. Thus, the above two verses are
instances of wﬁﬂfﬁaﬁaﬁqm‘?ﬁﬁ\? .

‘g TFIH. . ..WZIa9: —According to Asandavardhana
this verse illustrates &Ted7=3fq. because the impossibility of
describing the innumerable qualities of Hayagriva is suggested,
from the apparent assertion to the contrary, As Abhinava~
gupta puts it: ‘FAMAFAfiTEAareary @TfRI-
Sffﬁ"gf“ﬂ'ﬁq$€3ﬁ[’. But Riyvaka in his Alasikdre-Sarvasva
criticises this view of the Dhvanikire., He contends that real
nsgation does not constiture @i, The regation must be
apparent and wunreal. But in the illustration cited by the
Dhvanikara the suggesied nezetion of the possibility of descrip~
tion is real, and consequently he is erronecus. We quote the
following extract from Riiyyaka’s treatise :—

oF FATAT eFeAAEALSty walr | aur—

“iferary fagat 7 fasarEl assw | Ean )
5 f5 7 gaastafamr gaavman o

a7 fg wfostar swt agmifsaseas g wfusta
gdiad ) 7 =i faty uwy afrswEaauzasy
wfrsteaen fMegA L @15 yraegTl ReTTTEEdT qaAaT
wfersran: geeigfraraTaT aafaeaet A0 arawfty
segFafaay ar asafaas i ag—a sFguiaersr aFi—
SEATATEAAIEAEET | fSuedary FaarEa | a -
HEET | TTIT?TT FFGHAFAT TIT GTE[‘TZ(W_‘I afafags
gary FRaFIA A faraelgs sy aaesatadi st )
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¢

AAdeEfyrages  Feggaematatat feaaw -
Op. cit., p. 119. But Jagannitha justificss the Dhvanikira’s
view by coniroverting Riyyaka’s criticism. Comp. 3T
ereaTlanTa srargdaror Aarageadat faw 3% @ a )y
~' g gg eafsivdeeafaEaegd o faeadae-
fasprTgagwaddag’ 5 fig fras asq adwaasaga
qER: | T {7 arvrgwT g favy ey seafeq daemarn )
aify sEmEEiE L Tl gfa a9 afEEm-
%7 @gad waadafy « wega dedeaRaifaaa | saf-
FarHEFRsaoaagenaRa | 7 7 afwmst, awd
graTifaasasadauigs Twrq i, |Y TrEiFIEAY: |
HFAT ARSEIATgIYE: 11—O0p. cit, pp. 567-68.
. TEXT
Spsl  welTEEmAfT asEafwsgEeT-
sTgn s iRaeE eI aafi ) e
AR
gsqruafon v & #ive ofesr gor wfowr)
#fegazn wem9 e o afisn)
wEwrmsr ARl arrermEest afta
e Gataeame 29—
feaagrfyamoy” sawougs fr @ gareE |
Faged f1 w g g egew Ofas @ |
w i Frafeaion susenfy ageea Aw F9-
T 31 GAE AT AT G |
EXPOSITION

§ 45. gTracATAsAf.....lel gwafq — Though zrea-
ﬂfqﬂasafa has been discusscd in a previous context and



UDDYOTA 11 123
. )

. . . ° o >
zhe present seciion exclusively deals with EREUEED CECIH

yet Anandevardhana has here a passing reference to FER-
ﬂﬁi@'ﬁf\:ﬁ??m?ﬁﬁ. As Abhinavagupta remarks:
ST AR gdnE_ el frark s i
—Op. cit., p. 256:

Fsa109 (. . ... gf2s81°— Here the word && is fXoe
meaning ‘fruit’ and ‘reward . Cp. “Locana : “4A3\FTT FHHI-
wifeaq wifes, B8 GeuAl, aseameg srita gar Ftaarster
FEVAT | % FAAEEET AFAAA gHIFA e {a-
T7 gdlag—@Emaan aagnaggaeany 7 w9 gavw-
g garag wxifeq @ wFsfr— seigwd QrarARAFRY 17
—Op. cit., p. 267. Thus, the suggested sense-viz. that the
rewards of our decds deperd upon the will of Providence is
a universal ( GTRIAIFAE) statement, and it supports the
expressed idea—viz. that the Adoka trce, though adoined with
twigs ( 9e@d ) of exquisite loveliness, has no fruits!, because
Providence ( T ) bas so orcained it. It is a case of GEHHTRT
ﬂaaaxfafaq\a:earfa, because the substitution of another syno-
nymous word for the single word % which is fi@tz, would
fail to give rise to the cognition of the universal judgement
noted above.

qEIFTAZAE . ..... .. 7 fa09:—Now, one might argue
that the verse as a whole is an instance of 3 H%@aﬂ'iﬂ'ﬂ‘ based
on HIECY where the statement of an FFETIT faziy (particular
idea) suggests a similar TG judgement. For example, the
statement about 3aTIFH suggests the idea of a person
disappointed in his hopes endowed with merits as he is.
Thus it should rather be a case of FEGIFIFEAlq. To this

1. Compare: ‘IS ®F 1@ —Sdhityadarpana. X.
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Anandavardhana answers that the particular word ®& suggests
the figure of speech AT-ATIIH, while the verse asa whole
suggests the universal proposition. So the factors or subs-
trata of suggestion being different, there is no conflict.
between the two. Comp. °Locana : qq oT¥y I TIFITT AT~

TIAILIGT T SAFAT, T FAAATFTEATHA qGAT,
N ATRET  wErEEEaT g E—gessmfa ) |t
fg wafagese: qzgw amawsmRfa ag9d ) a7 o
qRSAFATATREALT: THWAT | AR g ANSGATRIAT |
AT 97 HOTRTIAIGHS FATAATIFIRT  Wieeagi-
seqrgeafaaafafa wia: 11— op. ., pp. 267-68.

AEEE gFH —This is an instance of sYafaa--
% At TeqTgeafa. Comp. “Locana "Q"Ef&' wqifiat 7
afy: gwfeal aagdar 1 oq warsafiavageafy af var-
gaq § 97! swrvgEsmft a7 9 @ QuEw mEAd |
gy agala armemal A9y qdafgg: ) smE g ggd-
qATSEIHAE A ATAFARY GHGF TAAT A7 TAGHTGT |
ar & mfteqr aqy JaveargdAiar § Sagat saaeqrgang |
T HREg agal go @ 0F gy @eugEsmar-
seraadifa ar crAwEafy agard fasar ggifcfa n—op. i,
p. 268.

TEXT
§we| wafmumafiegrres d@waft) aw-
TR A MR | A aa—
FIUST qYTA GSH I qreat EewEw |
ar gigafer St apgEwREr et o€ )
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a1 i eqvrwaess 2fE® wmiyaees 9 faus-
geAqEIAAIfIR=ER = areesgara | aariragfe
qIETE AEAET U@ SIS EE dsr-
sqrfae aragaer sEEAty |l

EXPOSITION
§47. TT...... yafeiada—Vide the verses ‘@ SIS~
wafe’ and TFTRIA— for Aol fFIq@eafaiFeafa. &7
Beerenn gFTsrafd—Anandavardhana states that the contrast

(33fqF ) between a tree, gnarled and devoid of foliage and
a generous and kind-heaited person in straitened circumstance
is cognised inthe wake of the similarity ( 1T ) which is
first apprehended, since, as has been noted before, sgfads

must be based on 3{19qFg. Comp. °Locana : ST, Efﬁ’igfl‘ o)
FIEAFTY gy qT TFEARaggaaacar aasty a g
Fo g0 eygeAEEAgIAEy | afgae  =fr sEmfr
FAM | a€q F PTEFARATIAT: | AIGAISHT Farfa-
srgiferaiqdit g sgFEmr ar fEmrfy we
qE vafa | gowldas fr w1 @ 2 a7 S
aisfafaeis arfifadt a = fefeag asay &9 T9g
Saafuly Wi | ST areaeET 7 SR | SIHAMEAT
safiwer Wil st anfyaafufn ) =afes
freast: 11—Op. cit.,, pp. 269-210. Vide  Vyaktiviveka:
‘qEeT— TS A9ISIEASIEIEIaEAT  JATRI,
gge Feaftag afwea aegas saAIfrgar  feEaal-
SRS geaal aiadEeda SeaEia-
qead 3qET aq  aeq AreaqaREe At SAfaEHgai-
Frarerey safaiwfafa-camaatafa: 11— Op. cir., p. 437.
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TEXT
§Re| TATHRA AT
FEATAFGH ssqraT iR fes: |
meS e afET T FETEE: |
a5 & w3t AATeTeT TS ST e
e A SrmEEgEE e E
St femfrgatar - anaEgwisty TFIRTAATE,
wgoET @gT A TEfE EElIEREERILE
qeRe SIORTEAT  wPW TRE RN
IR aEA AT | T4 —
S f a7 gee v yfte
st afcast qifasor wig fe WA
9T T—
qrerge: TRead Et A
ufim afugfy afafueata)
gt wafa @ g saggale
TEOGUIAAT, Qs 1l
TR S aatEa e
EXPOSITION

§ 48. Here the expressed sense is coherent and complete
in itself, even without the apprehension of GEIS\T&TT, if we
take ‘ﬁf\fﬁ?ﬁ:’ to mean ‘swelled, increased’ ( safad ). But
when the aTSATA bas been undersiood, the idea of ST
in the form ‘ﬂ'\%éﬂ %9’ where the root Ir\’%"@s means ‘fo swoow
away’ is suggested! As Abhinavagupta remarks—‘fqTHT
fg afssat g fea sufaqt @1F A1 grzm qfeea:

I ‘TS WgqsgaE i’ —Dhatu-Patha,
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afagaedsdumty da=ghi féfﬁ'”ﬁ'ﬁ’_?féio’?! FUH-3 e HAAE-
%7 11”’—Thus, it is a case of :”ffﬂ'.’Tv"FT, ani rot of
g%qq}'?ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬂ, which should nat b: confounded with the
former. ! Vidvanitha distingu'shes the two cetcgories thus :
SATTTAIIAT TET—
WEAGAT: TALHT GG T TFEFAR |
g o &40 7 aafefy gswar
—H TSR FAAAT] THATTGIAT | TFF70T |
sxfafasorseaEseFTamt adurafy sagme waiegaa |
daf qafdfgsy saqadaEn gaaTEaT 0 wsaE—
sTgnadaral  afgerageg— T sgdwd ey
areafarfa; | 58 g SETNSSAAT ATNAN FINHAGT-
gagafa 33!'%’2’-95”(3‘71'3?1\?&5: WW—Sahityadarpana, X.
q %q‘ra&?....a’ifﬁrq—It cannot be argued that the non-
sntion of the particle 9 is a defect here. Since even in a.
case of Sl'Eﬁ'?IHTFﬁE[ST &1 ( as distinguished from Gqfraﬂsaﬁ' ).
the sense of IATAT is understood even without Zg. Ananda-

vardhana cites the verse ’QHTEI?&;H?H——’ in support of his.
statement, For explanation see °Locana : “FEATRTIA ST

IR ATATEISATTA:  FIERATG | GaRarRgfg—
TR | SATFETEANOERIBIATFET | AfE g gmered
qEEy IgRNEed » 9aA A, aq 1% Ay @d @6y
wFdfd AARgrAEh srafrafrafrreseaoma . ag

e

I. Kuntaka however, cites the verse ‘FEFAIHFI— as.
an illustration of FHFAFIAIAT, where particles such as
%9 etc. expressive of SARAT, ate understood. Vide op. cit.,
Ré'sumé ( Unmesalll ), p. I94.
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TRy 7 WIAT e fam qrafo a@) & AT FOA T
frmgarafiers: | o quiwaRw Rl g0 eREfeeda-
qagEad 1—0p. cit, p. 271.

g7 AT, .. . SHTOH—One might, however, contend that
the particle o (97 ) in the above verse signifies STXEAT
and consequently it cannot prove the thesis that ( e'asraﬂ
is apprehended even if ¥ etc. are suppressed. Anticipating
such a possible objection the Dhvanikara cites another
illustration which is altogether devoid of particles expressive
(aTaF ) of ITIAT.

As Abhipavagupta puts it : AY Y- [TGHI-
SATETAFATA AFTagAT MUFIT AFAHT SITGLITFIR-
we—gar afy: ofew  @EA A afeeEAmes
el amafrtEr guisEesasft 7 aafaq g
AAFEGATE  ETAAEET | qF Qe s —
ggAfaTFTATaEar famsll: gEeaar aed A
T qeoft |”—ibid. Anandavardhana appeals to the experience

of the ¥ZIT’s on this question of verbal cognition (RTTSEHIA).
If the ggEY’s apprehend ST even if T etc. are absent,
no logic can controvert this experience, which must . be
taken valid.! Mahimabhatta too reprcduces this statement

of Anandavardh‘ana where he reads uarfa: for yfafag:.
Compare : “FrEETdsmagy ¥ Ndfala saworg | SdaTE-
earfi area: NESANI: MATRARAAGIT qFAALT AT
qry  sqenfafaikeiar afzzad 1" —0p. cit., pp. 449~
40,

1, Compare ‘TFAT THTAAY THTATAT: FAT —Dharmakirtti.
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TEXT

§9e | TAfTIT—
W%"f?‘wrmﬁ AT

ot fafawwr 3fy ada=i
TEAATA E FAE:

a¥ qafredig T )

9% 700 ¥ TFARATAN TETHRREAR T
T e I RIS TR e
frgwa

EXPOSITION

§ 49. The word ‘GHH' denotes ‘similarity’ ( TeAH )
as well as ‘simultaneity’ ( g ). When the expressed sense is
cognised the second meaning of ‘HH '—viz. ¥F, is taken
into account., But to Hg&q’s, the first meaning is suggested
thereafter, which leads to the apprehension of the double entendre
in the adjuncts qualifying F&WI:—viz. IFAT, YIIEHT,
JTeqadT: ete. which now qualify the term ¥ also, thus
finally suggesting the apprehension of similarity between ¥
and g%¥. Compare °Locana : GTTF! CASIIST AT EHN: |

wwqr fa gan: 1 qaren gfad:  gregadn 1 mam
gfagl:, <war  sAgarene . fafssanr seggecdar-
AETE SeAAl gl i gAwmfie adas: ) w7 g
i fratwifafa 1 gar TorAgoR adasd: | aar gan
fafasar frwaarg seun an 1 Tafa a9 afzedea-
T Atg | ARl geaferadt-egen ame) gafafa
gaead: | 7 qA-geRlq qedE sty Sda: | gean 1§y
WYFYIT | R Frrﬁmra'ﬂufm arfq ‘aigr_"rgq-
aasr%%f‘a qHAT_SAART YT W | + | oI OF 459 37 T
9
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segfaaarshy _afasdioarafafifr daq) v
T | & 3f fy afk €16 s AT U e
yeaafae: g gatafs  fadisssar agaafa-
WsaFEaedd  HAERENET geireTaAfa | 9 a9
famisfaarar safegszar Fifaq | sq o7 gaT@E@aThEmd
ggaddd @ fpnsalsqasyacAararea: | adE | 1%
grEaId-ara AT —geAfs | uasy  gdlarg -
qadeaq | fEgEA  frar afe-gmenfadaredaten
tfy da wanifafgameial gsra? g Fudi@qAEsy
sarafedal aiEs-Aaesad safigag sow aganu=
pp. 272-74. Mahimabhatta’s comments on this verse are
worth note : ‘TFIT—" TEAA  FHRATATINI Aeq TAATIAHTE-
wafaaremag @ fefsagaaram:, aqamealy 999 @
ToV SANHATATGA | A TWATHRIAI0ET Fo i fagraor-
ot aF fargawEisaTy ga: | oo feeafaafaase
qgfrPrararaIaua i ans | a9 gAraERd geardsy
qugedgsaer  faafafrafonta  sfaaagfata-
FeaTat quAl fadaussigifrdaragan aedifn agie-
grdaTEEafadaty, aar aufaga arese sferkad: -
zfa 1 ud aff geaaasa Ro-fagudg agaedEAg-
qurgRTwEETfaifs aE arvaamiarate g @
fafafcfa s=ad 1—O0p. cit., pp. 440-41.

TEXT
Suo ! FATHETAMEM—
ug foa: qgfa sicfea: gftvas aeere

g fim: qeafia: gftwess gfg.agw: o
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a & 7T S TurRIagaEd qgafaEive-
qag fRafasand  angaesraigeanfamg=as-
TAUE,  TEIEARSIIMAET | ORISR
TATEH FlsHEe |

EXPOSITION

§50. Vide Mahimabhatta’s remarks : ‘arg&a — TR
weargen g @enfesifafeean: ggFaaal: yamraus-
TAFEFROMANNG  aferfiFzzgmar  atgeaswang-
fargws FEsogRil  gAEEY geamiede
IIHEAHTATIA T, qOraFxafA%s sqisaraaq faegar-
a1 ® fg sfremafazafy aed gaadgags
woe afvwemay s agmermfafaidag=at-op. o,
p. 442,

qamﬁ'sﬁr R o Efﬁ"}IIT:——Abhinavagupta in the follow=
ing extract cites a few more instances of ﬁﬁiﬂfﬁq\mﬁﬂ-

eaf1. Comp. a9l ¥ Fqweafa (—

AT FAFGATS: TIAT a7 AT AIFS: TIA] |

gt faeaFfaagd a1 safia seg eaa19g g4 11
gead aifgsafy  MreammiRy AuwEasaaeasE iy
Freeafasifa: | svsgavaaEatafy -

gugeaedl Al Fozasiearg Fazamgi

wrszggaafs wag wwear o arfafzfa o
fraqis awgam  fagal wifssafast smdemify
qgey afvarat SegEeEREg ) q  SwemEsRgEaf,
segaTaee geat arenfasEaataty strrar aag Tege-
warET gareqn . gareral gaxirerat qrsardasEeatar
A | g9 SNEAIMEEIH  ggueiasTediEgE-
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gaalt goafeat A ATAT EREIE LU PIREAIGRENE]
AETSIFIEFIATATI guATEFaSIaTeATAA  JRgar-
EIREE GRS azﬁ&qrur' fraaaaIread 1 o fasataaar
FEAGTTEATANG U —

T: FETEATHG AT FATLAT

TrRrghg g P i gUTATAT |

frsgamaaaRgralraraaargad

geatd fafrdigy faaavgaafg &<
a1 Sgavewaerafadl wewon fadrmfaafdaaatiar
gazﬁf‘aacaﬁsmGs“rqa%@far-mq’mmtamsqaa? ST | wAT
gardgEAln —aaeaaldase AT TRER | &g
g MRrgegAriEardId qAty FTOTRITAg A f=8Tar-
qERAT A TIRAAFEATAA T I+ s, fERaEe-
ofr gEResly s | (AR FAATATRTIA favgiq-
=Rzl qeENITAATAEGEA FagaraAiatafaaar g
SESIE QIR U EALRIE R gdatdT: PragaeEadagaFes-
- F IS NRT TG AT qeRefaAEIfRO T A1ER
Fatgazatadl 9 gaeTzmIAEATia AR A
sfr sfaaeqraratidty | gamEATfa FegqatgaaTaraaie
@ gard fatviafeas dgate saaf i FEesrT
wafiefy | cAEAFEANIAT EIAT T qG  ALAGETIT
zfq aRifqeafiefr | AqFTEIIRARRARIARAGHT
W seddteRdgeAtay | gaAAsaT  Wan
AR | WA FIRATAR | AT

yorsfy weafaafarameaged
FEqIy ArEqUIsy I A |
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fraframaed axfr gaify
QI Hogea(q &qf 3vaT g
—O0p. cit., pp. 274-271.

TEXT
Sug ( UIAZ FCATAM STAMIT A€ SAIAATHI

warefagfizasaa—
QUUFT 997 T=TF A sg3feqas |
ASREW: 94 It A eagar aan kel

Rl TOATETT TR TSR STRAT T 1
qAT TEIVNE STFAeT AeATA5TY | STFAA SCqF K10
MIFTfITIATAT G AATTAT: | 9T g -
sggrT sfamafasaa |

EXPOSITION

§ 51. Anandavardhana now brings out the diflerence
betwezn an expressed and a suggested poetic figure. The self-
same poetic figure when suggested comes to acquire an in-
describable charm that was foreign to it when it was express-
ed in words. When expressed they are like popular ornaments
such as necklace, bangles etc., or if carefully worked out
they can at most hope to attain the status of such objects
of decoration as f@ﬁia‘ (saffron-paste), that are more closely
related to the body than the former. Nevertheless, they
remain nothing but external appendages. But those identical
ASEH(T's are turned into the very soul of poetic art if
they are conveyed through the function of suggestion.
Such is the spell of the power of suggestion. As
Abhinavagupta observes: FAAFITEITAA ERGREEGEARNE L]

g waar afx sagrd gafwd frfraamgmg—uafy-
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fe 1 JEEEHOT FAET AUAFEW TUTAT,
TEIARATAATIAT AT FeEFTfeardaEl - aaqar-
qrzd sgafeqd  gwdraraIAgaEaar | afe ar =g afq
At glw@iTEaafy 7 syafead gaefafa amd | aseFn
STAAIIET FTe0€0 SFAT SAFATIAAT a1 g a3
ol sl sifEacaeqat e gags c afa—
grfafieagersiag  quol aafy few giwafs, aofa
Farafaiares FeEqaEr AN aFET EF 1 AEnanRg
T FATEAISTT | gATgET [T sygwar A1 ANraRarsi
AEAATRISFIT IqF9AS w0t fagdfa | arefismamaia
qaEtAdaad” avfy Fag—aigiatt u— op. dr,
pp. 278-79,

FATATY. . . . Sfqarafrsad—Vide Karika, 111 34 : TRTsAT
TONTSAG: FTeE §AT | JF AGATaq  ar=q=Iecd
IR aQ |I’—and vyzti thereon, which reads as follows :
“EIGATGHFILET ToaT Qasrielae: 1”7

TEXT
§wr | AfFdq aagmEmerE ERen At afa
- FTf9E A AT, FAATS FROA L qT—
SISTF TR TLTSHRATEAS] |

x Bhoja in his Srﬁgdraprakds’a classifies alapn.dras into
three categories, on the basis of the degree of their intimacy
with the expressed sense which constitutes the body of poetry.
As he notes : ABFTUT FAIT—ATHT:, ALATL, TR |
4y STEt—aeR-areE- TRy e | AT~ T
qrEx: 11I—Vide Dr. V. Raghavan’s Some Concepts o)
Alamkara gdstra, p. 53.
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4 STRIEAl QIR FISAIAEAGILAAT IREN
TETET  AATATTEE FUEET 7 7151 39

SFERYT § 9% AFTAEAT T

EXPOSITICN
§ 52. The present Kdrikd has been cited by Mammata
under Kdvyaprakdsa, v. 2.1 Govinda explains the Karikd
as follows: “aI eqeqGaAl sqgaadrT| A caAFAl
safdT areasTy | qEsaEsd  vAfAcaRaEad: | Fa ?
FETTRCTIAAG, FATACTI NG TAEFATT_ | FEGATAL
JATE FICET  Freafaaaifead: 0 Ay agsHIwar
gegaracy  Arfquafiaaser FAASFRY FEgAE-
sq=aq safqeafafa ¥q, S=a9-—a waTal areq: g+ qqr
FAFFAMT TIT STFATIGA TATAAMEZH 1 @1 aT=971s-
gFIRg, AFAAT q SaFvEia fegaq 1 a7 MEFRW
FEIATL FTFA TATS FIYET FToAAT [HIARAFT 1, FAAET
T aqyguad fRfagaseia gsag w3 =AfaEm) ax g
JEIASTHILT o460, qF ACAB T (W ATTA-AFIeAT-
wrafaaddaasaiosst  sfa gdr  quinT@EagsATa-
Fa:1 3 g fawaq) od FreqarEfaassd qas

AT 4G | gt g aferm w1 axfafy o —
°Pradipa, p. 145.

1 The reading adopted by Mammata is  FTEAITLALI-
#797q, which is also reading in tte N.S.P. Edn. of cur text.
2 Compare :
“Fatgmatasahat saasat T ST
qdNg F9 NsEHTCA FAna W'—Vyaktiviveka, p. 218.
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TEXT
§ 431 ATATHATS FAIATI—
A FTUTETGIAG
9,
e GaAr WA |
IR SAFIAT Tl FTA 13

SECHIE KGR | el ftece o IR | e FoRi
graer-faae i aegaTeTERd WIS SR T-
@R uREETval YT eRa | qieRsaTE o
TFEREITEIT  FIFRIATINE TET AT GF WA
TEEAET (T afd ISR g ET-
sIgn AfAETET: )

EXPOSITION

§53. grai¥a....fa99 S*HT.—Vide notes on Uddyota 1
(Sec. §30 ff ). FIFH....JATAH:— “SAFIFT ELBHFEG
T qeird aEaS FIeTaT FIFTan Aqfauisandaags-
wq gfa Hfﬂ:qﬁi[ 11"’ —°Loceng, p 281.

TEXT

g A wEE afdor agnnafiEs
FUG=IA—
I HAGAFAIST: FeasTaT wad |
IEAEME T AT A7 =Y =R 03

fafaisfy sataaa: wERistge | a9 T ug g
FETTTATTTFA AT TEWE & UF ATHITN FAC

1 Cf Vrig on 113 ( Uadyota 1. Sec. 32 ).
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TEersfy  gisfrdweameda sEaqEIsTaY giser-
FUACTHFTAET AT || T9T—

FAATA O qfeAr dar sgifaen o o fis==n

F7 {3 TaeTT Wsy SR wiwg o

a9 fr gdtamEer graTsar | el
FreaTgeaas | wEfAd fragsernfa = sagrewan IRy
TEATAFT GAVCA  IEIATAT, AT SAFRATTAA
Siaeq A A | quT—

e EsE=Ee guriT |
TTRATESIT TEY AraAfea gT3 0

Wi ff e 9@ TR R ORI
fadvqa | 7= g oo frrfafeet aesd:
U AR ATIIEd SISO R
ST ¢ | TT—

sfeaug afeagad ar qu anrfesr zfwsms

a1z ¢ franfiust agiu gat g=wEs |

ut fr sifgaaufaar @z waron a6t aftgaasa-
FAFFT] AT AEIETR | QOO qreamesfausy |
sfirs = A= swenfassEaameamfida-
Fﬁt«:{ N E R e R TR G AU E R R FP I EE

T )

EXPOSITION

§ 54. uwF....ufTTTT—Abhinavagupta thus sums up
the various classifications of =fq, as shown by the Dhvani-
kira in the present Uddyota: wgfafa) sifyafeqar=sar
frafaaraazar=a 5fq & godal | wrawa & W—waea-
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ResmaEaisaiatgsiagaraeT | fzag Id—aasa-
FASTATRT | qRaafafn—sfaid sy,
slafragamgmeiffasaads, Tagwdt 91 T 9 539F
agrsaraeagadd vyl grRafansdairane: |
FrERATd Va3 giew wendan & 9 9garEa-
gFEd Yas  fgfaar qeasy ) awsgwwer g au-9s-
IHI-GISAT-IFIIFIRADT  ISAHATHRT: 11'— °Locana,

p. 281. Pratiharendurdja’s scheme of classification, as reccrd-
ed by him in his Laghuvrtti, is somewhat different :—

“q39 AR FAISERIRE AT qreIafiaEy ¥ @l-
fefywd saswma amaew frafaaasssan | 9was-
F1fead g Freanfaye @asasd gaF ara fGafea-
arfgafaganal fGvear agsaqanang  ffagxdia-
grarafasseaify sgseseaes  gEgFRar walg ) gawi =
quyt AEral WEAR  ganediarereTaaeEat 93y
frafgaaan 1 a7 = faafaaay a3 amaey @a-gafe-
g Sefaaafrafaaadwarss gfaeag)  saw@a
qearser VieT waftg 1 U 9Usar VAT arsqeq  gTiaadt
afgwareai  galfearat geat Aarai dsfean @al
T I | U UF g URIEINFRATAT §E KA
faafaafa, aui-gaeatar T @as9%38 Faafgar-
faraes 9 GRATHATATI]AGITATATL 1. 39T 7 TAFER

1. Mammata’s classification is scrupulously based on this
°T ocana-text. It is to be observed, however, that Abhinava-
gupta does not include the Fegra farifRr@=afd in his scheme
though it has been recognised by him and the Dhvanikara as
well as a separate division. See his comments on Karikd, IL.
23.
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TgT U saswEaT fqafafaa wafy qar pivgashy 791
g9q @safa 1 qEg—

frazaafaasd 5 aeaasTMEy |

ar=d =aq1 faagd g weanlFa-TEa |

s Tt 91 I Fafgay)

aagafy a1 aq g sifeffHad n

T VIaT eAAa famfa: ggamEaa

TTAEE T ST TET F qar ughn

—0Op, cit., pp. 91-92.
Anandavardhana now differentiates a genuine case of sgfq

from pseudo-®gfy (=FFTVI ). TA....MFU =aH:—See
notes on Uddyota 1. Sec. §38. FUSTH. . Hfwg .. Afaqaaq—
Farfy afrgitr 1 qremgaEaf ) a=Eg & e
fraraedw Aigarfags: sdma i asaET Treegda |

qred g SRHIqIEASATAY  WEHATTSAT A I'—
°Locana.

aTMTe e WT{{———Abhjnavagupta thus explains the
gathd : ‘qF IAEFATAFGTE@A ACATT SIRGEA AT
Freadaqeged | qn fE TEFHeATaTar sEAAr Afy,
geat =fg afraasssarEEegEr o, agifa sfa os-
afr 7 argrg a5 meRatafzadT Al afad, 95
wfeareqt qawHGaEd WEmMAnfy a7 awIiE | T
FHANT T a7 SLAAOANT | AR oA |-
FAUTATE NI IZI1&FG AT U—0p. cit., p. 283.

wafaatr .. faasqd —Mammata cites the verse as an

1. The varses cited are anonymous.
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illustration of gvﬁgaaqﬁx of the YT type and observes :
‘FIT— §AF TG HT: FixAewarga gfqse: gfq sagng
daagHifa  @=d  gIAFRG W'—  Kavvaprakdsa,
Chap V.

T ... .SqIHN:—Compare °Locana : SHTHIEITT
T (g mamd fogiitaganagy gt fkea-
ATE: | gAaten: gadfy sqasmaiaalsg A ¢qRAmE-
T WOEIECART qIASTIgAray 7 wafy, qafEas
ydtaReaTEaRfa disea sadfivg Torda sagAATATE-
fraead wg? Tzar sty dagfaodaia fraeed
weasafaegsd wafa 11—O0p. cit., pp. 282-84.

E‘f'éavlﬁ ,,,,,, g ia:—°Locana explains the Prakrit
stanza as follows : IT: YL g festafast gaa T&T
qear  arefugAarfzar Faafy qam fqewafws
TASAH | ARl TAFAT STGNAT: TG | AA T FG
T O I3 UHI — TATILATT STTRAT FWAT 1| A=A
gfooed  STATA  uaegEua | wear  aregisal A
w¥iq | &aafagaasaadia @@ atsd: eanfead: | G9g
STGIEATERTAT SeqaaT wafeearargng—sfars v 1
FRAE A AT N —O0p. cit., pp. 284-85.

TEXT

§uy 1 wd fafyersTer aRwRnnafaEd s
garfyafmmasrnft 4 &5 -

FEFAIWLEAT (A3 T: T@ATNA: |
TETET 9 T A F 7 gRiatFed a3 uza)
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TEEFIRRITRART TGO WeAt fgeat @
| 97 S | a@—
T ST EFREATEAA |
ITSAFIEANFHAET TG ATATTTH 11331
q=IIgIEAtATINT |l

gfa AruSEFARadaEEE =y e
fzdta sz=na:
EXPOSITION
§ 5. WeqEA: ..... .. S —SEqIlA-AITETE-
fgsgqaRaasgfa | aar-
SgadavarasT e Nedmfadiat
faaiFrmasa fagfe ad a: @ gtamafa: )
s EdaFaar sghkfy ewfos, faawrw o am
SATT: H{adT FAIST T A TAATTGIITAITAITETTIAT i1
srafrag qufgroraaraedyq u ag—
fa aFmegcrasdaaya? arfifasl qaar @ar |
sgavglaafiaare faaoarafa geras gar u
&% gATFAAEaE gafy soafay ) wemfaena,
geraa sfa = e saaq swfe sifd 7 gafy,
= QYT \\— ©°Locana, pp. 285-86. See notes on
Uddyota 1. Karikd 14 et seqq.
qIe3q. . .. B N —7Vide the Samgraha-slokas : SqAGI
TAYTFIH— ete. cited in the Vyeri, Uddyota I. Sec. 38.

End of Uddyota II

©
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APPENDIX 1

Supplementary Notes

‘Ferearaestiv " — —This is Wahdndtaka, V. 7.
It has been ciied by Viévanatha in his Sahitya-
darpana under I1, 11° ; by Mammata in Kdvya-
prakasa, IV. See Kane: Notes on Sahitya-
darpana, pp. 61-62 (Second Edition.)

‘qrar srafRr qon—'-Cf. =iy wwafa goa: gofe-
faaife %33 Feaq | oonfe FaeATH sgw@T g
afiaoafe n”'—Vallabha’s  Subhdsitavali, No.
154,  attributed to Bhadanta Ravigup.a
(Peterson’s Edn).

‘v 7 AGAE— —This is from Gaidavaho of
Vakpatiraja (v. 406. 8. P. Pandit’s Edn.). It
occurs in the course of a description of the
rainy season (YEEUA). Comm. ‘gifra wgaf
facfgatat Ae€eaT © Anandavardhana refers
to another Prakrit poem of Vakpatiraja entitled
‘qgmaAfaea’ from which verses are quoted by
Abhinavagupta in his °Locana,

TEWTATTRARTT . . - -a187H,—The Verse, though
really a Samksepa-sloka, asis evident from the
introductory remark of the Vrttikira ( ‘@9t
WA &9 ), has been printed as a Karika
(1L. 6) in the N.S.P. Edn.
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Sec.
§18

§ 18.
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Page.
40

40.

sgfagszraal qr—'—As regards the classifica-
tion of gM’s into two broad classes—viz. faea-
T’s and faeagiy’s, the following excerpt from
the Abhinavabhdrati on Bharata’s Napyasdstra,
XVI. 88 (viz. qerdwataag@ Srardasraai-
ETIE_ | Ay fawd faafy wsesgd 4w
FTeART: 11) ~-would .be found illuminating :
“vaered g Ffafaegdn, 91 swwew | Ffua-
fear e, a9t 9TH, grEws) TEwaReAd, | T
TaEgstafy | smgE, e AEgEa | -
AUTWHT T @1 797 T @ [Eoa-
aRfewt(fe) sqmreamafay sdsaw, gt
MR, addmiR gl frard PR aER,
qFE Y@, afremdyeage, fegd =
fqafry wafgegd | wawd o wAmaaiaE:,
gg FaENdIfaeaEafe | auweesg W €4,
g seafEegsdRona | g fg T wifsag
qERale ag(E) aaEe, awd wfgereag
—(GOS. Edn.).
As regards the use of harsh letters in a poetic
composition which usually leads to the poetic
defect called #fqase ( g=awa ), the following
extract irom Abhinavagupta’s ccmmentary on
the Natya$dstra would be found extremely
illuminating. While commenting on the Fsa¥or
FATfy as noted by Bharata in his NS', XVI.
102° :

“[ afrgRfagueg Msdeigeead | ]

T T goe: garf afeEEa: o
—Abhinavagupta makes the following impor-
tant obscrvations ——
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“euE il qEg dw Ff o gwife-
Teeey AIsd: ofgrewnad T ok$ifds: ofa:
GARATITHAT ST Gq+T: T T GATNT: | ATHIAT
IHART  AEEAETANT  qrHAuT  fager |
GG THAGT: YRl geaed: |
HYFAMAINGT  [q0hT: | Svcd  SATAFLEAL ,
FIATATLTAATATSA 1. . . . O CaaTas foaTaaaT-
fagr wradt Fmit sa@iatafam EEwEETET-
AIAITAGIAHFT o | ghrwg feeacre-
qEARIAEINE T TG |

“Ffraaar areRtRd AT , Higeg FamEE ?
gafasy {ami fra gar fg Few-gwa-fse-
FuefFy 3 gE=aR gaaE TERaT AT gFATT-
TEATT: TSI 59 919 @aafad-
AR NFAETET a1, q97 TSI § g /- |
qHRATT f§ dueamIRyatar ageac gaae fg #fa-
TERREEHENfaIre TN | a9 @ER—

‘FREAMAAFAANT T I |

g @ fg Freardacaniid Faeq 1t
=fr 1 afwamsaly g et gufes fawwra
fagumfy 7 FqATAEAE: | TGO SRS T
TEITBTEIANHAT q: WS T=AINAG: § T gy
JTESTATIT | ¢ Areegeaa g faasaaTTd Haed -
w47 (P)-F@EY 1 T T eifed-arsants
IeFTEAE s 9T | a7 TR - AT 0T WL -
gy 18 Al g Fa gul aasE
faga=ila WFFE 39 TeNfagEs, a9 g
fraferfEEaalfEEn: | SETET gaEE

I.
2,
3.

Dhvanyaloka, 1.7.
Compare Ndtyasastra, XXXIV.
Compare Dhvanydloka 111. 3-4.



148

THE DHVANYA!OKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

Section Page

§ 22.

§23

§25

43

54

EaEsiie @ faqq oowat araw W’ —Natyae-
Sastra, Vol. IL., pp. 337-339 ( GOS. Edn. ).
‘FTNF qATS S — —This is from Amarusa-
taka (v. 81). Also, Subhdsitavali, No. 1627.
‘wgafq fg aggf—'-Compare: ‘If the Poet’s
Subject be judiciously chosen, it will naturally,
and upon fit occasion, lead him to passions
the language of which, if selected truly and
judiciously, must necessarily be dignified and
alive with metaphors and figures. I forbear
to speak of an incogruity which would shock
the intelligent Reader, should the Foet inter-
weave any foreign splendour of his own with
that which the passion naturally suggests: itis
sufficient to say that such addition is unnece—
ssary. And, surely, it is more probable that
those passages. which with propriety abound
with metaphors and figures, will have their due
effect, if, upon other occasions where the
passions are of a milder character, the style
also be subdued and temperate, >~—~Wordsworth’s
Preface to Lyrical Ballads.

55 ‘gomrgt gfe— This is Sakuntald, 1. 20,

Réghava Bhatta inhis commentary Arthadyo-
tanikd quotes almost verbatim Abhinavagupta’s
remarks on this verse (as cited on p. 56 in our
Exposition) with the concluding remark ‘zfa
st=9:" and offers a new interpretation (gAT-
qAEg) with several emendations (e.g. ‘Fr@TIE
gsz3—’) and points out some more figures of
specch besides FqMTAIfT as noted by Ananda.
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(See Kalidasa’s Sakuntala, pp. 34-35. N.S.P.

Edn.)

§27 58 ‘Twied Agueed:— -The verse is attributed by
Vallabhadeva in his Subhdsitavali (No. 1364) to
the royal poet YaSovarman at whose court
Vakpatirija and Bhavabiiti flourished, Cf.—

sfaataafaeseiraenteataa: 1
ot 73t amrat agTusgREtEaT i
— Rdjatarngini, IV. 149,

Yasovarman was the au‘hor of a drama named

Ramabhyudaya referred to by Arandavardhana

and Abhinavagupta. ( See Aufrecht, Z.D.M.G .

Bd. XXXVI., p. 521 ). The verse ‘TR&d

qaqeed:— is also quoted by Namisidhu at

the end of his Comm. on the tenth adhydya
of Rudrata’s Kdvydlamkara. Yasovarman, the
author of the Rdmabhyudaya, is identified by
some with the K&$mirian king S’amkaravarman,

a younger contemporary of Anandavardhana.

See our Introduction to Uddyota I, p. X, fn.(1).

For verses attributed to YaSevarman in antho-

logies see Dr. F. W. Thomas’s valuable Introduc- |

tion to Kavindravacanasamuccaya, pp. 75-76

( Bibliotheca Indica ).

Compare : TNT |  AATFISATRTEARA JTT
TpfaTEeAT & EgHeEAT |
spgfaqwa® Jgamerar ar
sufaafaRd a7 FEAARECET U

— Malavikagnin itra, 111, 12,
The wwma® (Jonesia Adoka) has an
important role to play in Sanskrit Erotics. As
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§ 28

§ 28

§ 2

§ 30

61.

62,

66+

67.

THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA
[l

Mallindtha notes : “TARE: | IR F&
THE I FEATGHRIA |
“sgAm Ty wWar &a g faar)
sgfafgsme @AY AT T 1"
-TaMEFed  qQAT | '——Meghadita, 86 ( K.B.
Pathak’s Edn.)

Y FeqraTgEEE— ~ —=This is  Maylra’s
Siiryasataka, v. 23. ( N.S.P. Edn.).
rweRr:  wfad:— —-This is Subhdsitavali,

No. 1776, attributed to Anandavardhara.
But Aufrechtin Z.D.M.G,, Bd. XXXVI (Second
articie ) refers it to Ya$ovarman. As Dr.
Peterson observes : ‘Our signature to No. 1776
(Anandavardhanasya ) is peikaps to be
explained that Vallabhadeva took the verse
from some work of Anandavardtara’s. The
verse itself is one of the two ascribed to
Yasovarman also in the Siktimukidvali, the
other being ‘yattvammetrasamdna ~—’  verse.’
( Introduction to Subhdsitavali). The verse also
occurs in the Mahdndtaka (IV. 34).

“FW HIAGSTs’— —-This is Amarusataka, 9.
Also quoted in the Subhdsitavali (No. 1351).
‘RaTg  WfFq— —Mallinatha adopts the
reading =fvg for W1 in the last foot and explains
its significance as : “g Ffvg Fqq 1| ‘TeeRITRA-
FOT -G | MOl FY 1 SIHEFE-
w7 Fifuges 3 9T °——But the reading
adopted by Anandavardhana and endorsed
by Abhinavagupta in  his °Locana is
also adopted by some later scholiasts of the
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§ 31

§ 3.

70.
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Meghadita-—e.g. Vullabha, Sumativijaya,
Mahimasimhagani and others. As Vallabha
observes: ‘W% zeweqd  arw Araunw.”  Feor
parallel ideas compare Raghu®, VIII. 59.

wor wfowerrar-~' ( Kdrika )—The  terms
%9 and F%T as referring to the two main
varieties of the suggested sense ( AFAT ) are
expressly borrowed from the Grammarians.
They occur respectively in  Bhartrhari’s
Vakyapadiya, 1. 48 and II. 27 (also II. 33 ).
The apparent sequence as between the two
categories, @1 ( audible sounds ) ard THE
( Logos. Eternal Word ), lies at the tasis cf
the formulation of these {wo terms, which
are transplanted from the province of Grammar
to the field of poetic suggestion by propounders
of the Dhvani-theory. The origin of the
concept of IFEATHMOWFL can be traced to
Vakyapadiya, 1. 104-106. See also Punyardja’s
gloss on Vdkyapadiva, loc. cit. ( Benares
Scnskrit Series FEdition ). Compare, in this
conrexion, the utterance of the Vrttikira under
113 : gffn zfa’ o fegmafa, 77
garFafs=q saSfs sfarad ) sy fg fagiEy
QT | SATHFO@AN @4 fagry |'— Uddyota
I Sec. § 40.

‘A7 eqequATHaT— -The verse is cited by
Riyyaka in his Alemkdra-sarvasva as an instance
of the figure of speech ¥, which he defines
as ‘Frfsgunfy gd gAETUE™ @W:’ ard notes
o gRewearfy wEfuacay ' —Samvdra-
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Section Page

bandha in his commentary explains the verse
as follows : ‘Iaeqifz | cacqwAnER afefaar
faeet: wr g fagweseli: | oW 37 =0
SR WEEE W | afefwcad wgTd oEEn b
T T AT SAREEA | SEASy O
I8 T 76, IEAA TFET gRAT TREAT 4V
T F | IR TEAETAQ, | T S e b
At = | 7w e afreeseraag: o g sy
T AW e g | e wde fades oy
TH TG AAFRRAREL, FEAFA argar
AEFRT | gaar gaT  SATYF:  IATqfd:, GEALY
AYTT |'—Riyyaka's Alamkdra-Siatra  with
Mankhuka's Alamkdra-Sarvasva, pp. 101-102
( Trivandrum Sanskrit Series. No. 40 ). Also
cited by Viévanitha in his Sdhityadarpana
under X. 12, “Ga—" @ agEIOW: | ‘SAeyEm—
TAEEAE: 1”7

§33 81 ‘sufgsraTora—’-In the India Office MS. (1008) the

Sanskit Chdyg of this Prakrit stanza is given as :
‘afmamaTgwitrgarioeT g |
grafreaaraya, aigafar @ ToEn W’

—=s0 that the original reading of the Prakrit

stanza in the Vrtti text according to that MS.

seems to have been ‘AfgsmraTgT—’ and not

‘FafgamrgssanTgs—'. In  Hemacandra’s

Prakrtavyakarana, IV. 162, the word faenfyd is

found. So also in Dhanapila’s Paiyalacchi

Namamala, v, 199': <rgfmufy freafed ?, it

means ‘exhaling perfume.” Paiyalacchi notes

also the word wgwfed in v. 197 wgnfed favman-

"4, meaning ‘perfumed’. Also Hemacandra’s
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Prakrit Grammar, IV.78. See Dhanapala’s
Paiyalacchi cdited by Dr.  Georg  Biihler,
Gottingen, 1879,  Compare the following
verse cited by Mammata under Kdvya-
prakasa, X1, 19 for a similar poetic conception
of the hand of a liberal and heroic monarch
as the trunk of an elephant wet with ichor ;—

“ETeART g I AT

g FARSTHEEIGE |

AT TLATET

TATEAFLAT: qAE FUSE, 117

§ 34 85 ‘yArAx  FYAGAAAATEEA,— —This is from:

Bana’s Harsacarita, Uschvasa Il The opening.
words of this line in A. A. Fithrer's text are
‘qwemer 9T Fartaq—  instead  of
‘FATEII— . Sankara’s commentary on this.
text runs as follows : “FEATAAT THT: | § 0T
F7 weqEqeTEn AT T WEEIN, | WHTHEe-
afewairdaen 1 wgT  fawwerm aut fawEt
%1 oA qEES: SEd ghd TEm 1 WR-
AP ST TE AT | TEE R
oy yfEE, A ArsEEAT) @MWl "EEes
qEEE: FALEEATR ) @ T faaTaafa
wgE_ FraT dreATedl d@T W—0p. cit., p. 72.
(Fiihrer’s Edn.). Cowell and Thomas translate
the pas-age as follows :—“While he stayed:
there. Time in his character of Summer, with
his smile white with the jasmines in full flower,
yawned and swallowed up the two flowery
months.r—The Harsacarita of Bana: Translat--

.

1. ““Caitra and Vaisdkha, i.e. from the middle of March
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Page

85

ed by E.B, Cowell and E. W. Thomas.
(Oriental Translation Fund. New Series. Royal
Asiatic Society. 1897), p. 22. The conception
of Siva’s siggr@ as white is met with also in
Megahdita, 1. 60—

R grafadal faqa feam: |

wRirya: sfafeafes arrasenzeE: 0'—
on which Mallinatha comments : ‘<3z grasfrare
g faa o agrfamass)” e ogrs
TIAATEITAAAINAT | T q1qed  Hiqawy-
fagqg W'— As for the Poetic convention
(=fagaa) veferred to by Mallinatha compare
Sahityadarpana, VII. 23°: “mfe~d =qifeq qiF,
wxfe ga@ar quag grEw a1
‘g ARG A i=-— ~This is Maytra's Saryasa-
taka, v. 9.cf. ‘dimfem dafeear
T A A gwis SR sEaaeaEg
SITARG 1a e Ta g frasedaafesm, | wEy
gaazarsa | ar afy garfag o anfeaswagte-
g qOm qETAR wata | gate Saeld
fasrorf wafer | ergisaem dgredTe: | g
TN NGTAGATRATART GAT qed: §a&q: | qEE
mfafTifraiisen: dar awiamatas 1”—
Tribhuvanapila’s Comm. (N.S.P. Edn.).

to that of May. Grisma is from the midd'e of May to 'Eha.t
of July. Mahakila also contains a punning reference to Siva
in his characteras the destroyer.”—Cowell and Thomas.

1. degE’— &Y TqE T a6 TWT SquitedE @ Arey
WA GUTEIEATE, WY qRANGAT, GHEEAEATEHICERs ArdT AT
QAT 1 —ibid.
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g iAe:-—'~The passage occurs in Bana's
Harsacarita, Ucchvasa 1II. In some MSS.
several other clauses are read after °ufewr-
HIfezagaTad. e.g. the Nirnayasagara edition reads
“CafermifeEmaT ( FEFEraagE: -
FIASTFRA TGN FofFaeg qIFearaar
sfaersfoame sTawmaeat Ay TaTfames e
SIS IATRY ST IgHT: Stere) swar”’.  The
portion within brackets is however left out in
the India Officc MS. (1008) and in the
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute MS. in
Séradé script (MS. No 257 of 1875-76). The
following is the translation of the passage by
Cowell and Thomas :— “There are women like
elephants in gait!, vet noble-minded; virgins,
yet attached to worldly pomp? ; dark, yet
possessed of rubies®; their faces are brilliant with
white teeth, yet is their breath perfumed with
the fragrance of wine* ; their bodies are like
crystal, yet the limbs are soft as acacia flowers ;
they are upattainable by paramours, yet robed
in bodices® ; wide are their beautiful hips,
yet are they possessed of thin waists® ; lovely?

.

SRR

Or—punningly—*visiting vile outcasts’.

Or—punningly—*past child bearing’.

Or—-‘dark as night yet bright with red lotuses’.

Or—‘with faces pure as Brihmans, yet &e.'.

Or—-—punn1ng1y-—-‘11b1dmous

0r-—punn1ngly—— ‘far-fetched as wives ( or havmg
brllhant retinues’), yet reckoned among the poor.”

7. Or —punningly—tart in speech’.
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§35

94

are they, yet honeyed in speech ; they rip:
not, yet have a bright and captivating beauty” ;
they are without curiosity?, yet wedded.”'—
Op. cit., pp. 82-83.

As regards the Vrttikara's introductory remark
U EEeaSAYeanq’ the following remark
of Dr. Biihler as cited by Dr. Theodor
Aufrecht in his article entitled Beitrdge zur
Kenntniss indischer Dichter would be found
curiously interesting :

“He calls Bana Sthanvisvardakhyajanapada-
varnanakarid, the author of the description of
the country called Sthanviévara i.e. Thanesar,
and indicates thereby that we have to look out
for yet another composition, probably a
geographical one, of the famous friend of
Harsavardhana Siladitya.”— Z.DM.G. Bd.
XXXVI. (1882), p. 364, fn. (1). But we
should remember that Bana's Harsacarita:
‘appears to have been almost forgotten in
India’ and, in Biihler’s days, known only to the
inquisitive scholars in rare MSS, alone.

“qq1 qHE—awaw 59 faQfmt et —
This line occurs in a passage of the Harsacarita,

Ucchvasa 1, as addressed by Vikuksi to Savitri,

with reference to her companion Sarasvati.
The full passage is—aq FIY FqAT a0 T~

1. Or—punningly—‘they are flushed with wine.’
2,

Or—punningly— ‘the marriage thread’.
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T WEASEAE: | F, SEREEal AEAn
grar 53 frofiet qamiam 0 @ fe—atate-
FTTFAFIRT WTEFefoRT Qoediae! ghommEar 7
FTSTAT AT FAAFNGATT ALGEEAAT T~
T T | FeRHesa  (gai ey fa
T FONEdelEqmiaar 9 1 SR HAE]
fererqresT 9T \'——p. 43 (Dr. A. A, Fiihrer’s
Edn.) As Cowell and Thomas translate it:
«Who is this lady near ycur highness, 2 coin-
herence as it were of mutually exclusive
qualities * Thus : with the darkness of her
locks close by she has a radiance as of the
sun; with the face of a lotus the eye of a
fawn.... '—Op. cit. p. 22.
§ 37 100 ‘gFaareATd— -Compare —

¢ fraraTeesalss: Qe 98 3fa

FE AT TR WA FFHAA |

AT FTAREST SrEWN FHead

qeredTeaTe giaar fafl g

sreaTargfiegear Rrrgeitea 1

—Dandin’s Kavyadarsa, 11. 260-262.
Riiyyaka also cites the verse under the figure
of speech §&w and observes : ‘oT% faegwaT
AT AT FTT whrar wfawe-
T FromeEeTT SEfE: U
§ 38 104 ‘arFa 357 ggT— —This verse is quoted anony-

mously in the Kavindravacanasamuccaya, No.
505 (Edited by F. W, Thomas in Bibliotheca
Indica). v. l. gacar for @At in foot d and
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afswwd for g, “(a) afkoraaaaraaeiig—
‘oldest of the old.’

“(b) fa:@wrmR* : The maid has to do all
the work and is fully occupied.

“(c) wmargH, : ‘unfortunate I.

“(d) wfaqmfwnd : ‘conveyed her proposal.”
surgfaearsiqgd : ‘under pretence of \erbosity.”
....Aufrecht reads =315fg. which would more
naturally denote ‘explanation.’ ” Thomas :
Exegetical Notes, Op. cit.

‘gosg gfgaTI—'-The Sanskrit BWT of this

Prakrit verse isas follows:—
‘gesgfa gRIAuTET 7 JERiafy gafosmasagan |
FfHAIHEH A, TTRSIITASATGET T4 W
According to MM. Dr. V. V. Mirashi the verse
is a quotation from the lost Prakrit poem called
Harivijaya by Pravasena to which Anandavar-
dhana refers in his Vr#ii on Dhy. II1. 10-14. As
Dr. Mirashi observes : ‘One Sarvasena has long
been known as the author of a Kavya named
Harivijaya referred to in Anandavardhana’s
Dhvanydloka. Anandavardhana states that Sarva-
sena had altered the original story and introduc-
ed some imaginery incidents in it in order to
make it suitable for the delineation of the in-
tended sentiment. Anandavardhana does not
state what the story was, but here his commen-
tator Abhinavagupta comes to our help. He
states that the Harivijaya had for its theme the
removal of the Parijata tree from heaven whick
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was done by Krsna for the appeasement of his-
wife (evidently Satyabhama). This further
shows that the work was written in the
Maharastri  dialect. Some other Prakrit verses.
in the Dhvanydloka seem to have been taken
from the same work though this has not been
explicitly stated by Anandavardhana. For
instance, the verse Sajjei surahi-mdso etc.
which he has cited in more than one place as
descriptive of the vernal season is also probably
taken from the Harivijayal’— Some Royal'
Poets of the Vakataka Age in Indian HistoricaF
Quarterly, vol. XXI. No. 3, pp. 196 ff.

In another article Professor Mirashi notes with
regard to the identity of Sarvasena, the author
of the lost Harivijaya, thus : ¢“Sarvasena:—
Pitambara’s commentary on the Saptasari jas~
cribes gdthds 502 and 503 to Sarvasena. Bhuva-
napala mentions this poet’s name in connectiom
with two more gathds, viz, 217 and 234. This.
Sarvasena must be identical with the homonym~
ous poet who has long been known as the author
of a prakrta Kavya called Harivijaya. This work
also has received unstinted praise-from several
Sanskrit authors and rhetoricians. Dandin
mentions in his Avantisundarikathd that Sarva-

1. The Prakrit verse : 'W‘ﬂmfﬂ‘—’ cited by Ananda-
vardhana (N. S. P. Edn. p.127) from the Harivijaya is.
obviously descriptive of Spring, and according to Prof. Mirashi
the lost Harivijaya did contain a description of Spring., See
{oc. cit.
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sena, the author of the Harivijayal, wasa king.
, Only one king of this name is known to history,
viz. he who was one of the younger sons of the
- great Vikataka Emperor Pravarsena I and
founded the Vatsagulma branch of the Vakataka
dynasty, His name has been mentioned in the
Basim plates? of. his son Vindhyasakti II
recently edited by me, I have also shown that
he is mentioned in the inscription® in Cave
XVI at Ajantd, Sarvasena flcurished in circa
A. D. 350-355.”"—The Date of Gdtha Saptasati
(Siddha-Bhdrati, .Part 1I. p. 178).
$39 108 ‘mrafagwor— The Sanskrit chayd is: R
. fadviglaagEaras s FeaT ARG AT | ATRAEET
TEYE }W @9 @AM L’ Also cited in the
Vrtti under Dhv. IV. 4.
£29 109 C‘fafgfesesonr—’'. The Sanskrit, chdyg of this
githa is as follows :(— -
‘farfe fregmoiqr st sataer wfoy wafa
AR AT Teq qRerare o’
- It closely corresponds to the following
gdthd from Hala’s Anthology :—
fafgigoniasrar agar agew afeadr wAg |
AW T AAEATATEINT A% FIAT 1)
. —Hila, II. 73
1. See Avantisundarikathd, p. 2. VST HwaeR (@).. oo

g .
2. Ep. Ind., vol., XXVI. pp. 15T {.

3. Mirashi : Vakdtaka Inscriptionin Cave XVI at Ajantd,
(Hyderabad Arch. Series, No. 14), p. Io.

4. Hemacandra in his Desindmamdla, VI. 58 reads ¥gw (n.)

as a synomym of fqss (‘d feather of a tail’).
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§43. 115

§. 4. 116,

11

Gangidhara in his comments thus explains
the gdthd : “‘STeATHIZAFAZTATATITTLAT TTA-
=it et fawarsfy grang <0y 3f seEmsT aE-
fafedg>dn e @1 aqgETETEedd
yfEan 7 udeEl wgEArnRaiRe ag7-
qEARIEE:  §39 gfa FtOmEd Sl
wadiead: 1t —N.S.P. Edn.

The same motif—viz. a hunter’s infatuation
for his newly wedded youthful wife and
indifference to other elderly cowives, recurs
in several other gdthds of Hila’s collection, e.g.
1f. 19, II. 20, IL 22 etc. ( NSP. Edn. )
sgreqwmufy frar—'—The Sanskrit chdyd of this
verse is :—

‘qegug@ A afedt FA3: FTREEe |

& gTANT Freawar gea: B g o’

Cf. =xifd wafg ga: gefafiamfy fa@ sea i

getfa FRewFAT wewr g fafiasaty o

—Subhdsitavali, No. 154.

With foot d compare the following gdrhd
cited by Mammata under Kdvyaprakdsa, X. 34,
as an instance of the fig. of speech ==y :

ooy g3fE fad arfasss oz g &8t

soopoer fag QU SeITol e Srestte 0’

[t afe = aEdsT o §40

TR ATeH Ha% TERS 7 1 BETN ]
‘sEEF. . . g4~ For  purposes  of
alliteration ( AT ), paronomasia (Y ), JA%
ete., ¥ and @& are regarded as identical according
to Sanskrit rhetoricians.
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Compare : ‘JHHTET WASHT TG G TIEAT |
AR RET qigaifaaar 1)
So in this verse ( foot d ) st&° stands for 93"
as well. Similarly in—
se iR AR arRifsd a9 |
feriftr datval ag sssa fwsafa o’
— &€ stands for §&.
For this identify of¥ and & in Kailidasa,
of. Raghu’, 1X. 46 : ‘SMOrEasIqag  Woraar
Seqmaatad:. Cf. Sahirya-darpana, X.

‘T Wg—-"The Sanskrit chdyd of this
gathda is :—
gt A GRS T q9T Sewaaaay |
gedt frgreewede a9T agafasg o’
The simile as between the  temples of an
elephant and the fully developed breasts of &
beautiful lady is favourite with the Sanskrit
poets. As for the practice of smearing the
elephant’s temples with vermilion-paste and
sim'lar other substances the following couplets
from Palakipya would be found interesting :—

‘e g% WaEAtty R wae quE o
fagareag aEw afadt a@aT =71

Y Tl qEuT FAS: FASUT Ul
fratrqerssfa wafta 3 aufaT)

farife femadanft qarsemaT =

gftazm ATfa@T qEq =01 (@) Te=E T A o
Franfgar<d WF qfweer wEad |

afrqm: 9599 FR: 9 0T GHRGT: |

§=1 AFGFT qaq i |

FIATCR: G274 AfcFer qF wagn”
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—Hastydyurveda of Palakapya, IV, 3. 298-303
( Anandasram Sanskrit series, No. 25 ).
Cf. ‘S ARETaFeATgava z9q: Frafaga —
—Siaryastaka, v.1. Also—
A — AR FAG, TP, TLEaATg |
favafa 7 Wewt =T ggen 0”7
—Cited by Abhinavagupta in Abhinara-
Bhdrati on Bharata’s Natyasdstra, Chap. XII.
( vol. I1. p. 358. GOS. Edn. )
‘G qor fafragtat—". This Prakrit verse is cited
from Anandavardhana’s Visamabdpalild, a lost
Prakrit poem. As the “Locana, in some MSS.
reads : ‘faumamFZemifaia | AyRamEerET
gergafgafaa: wwavEms ge’— ( India
Office MS. 1008 E 1135). The chdya of this
verse as restored from the °Locana-extract
cited in our Exposition would be :(—
T QAT HEERE-TFET gITAFEY |
favaraR famrt fEfkd sgwamm o’

The verse has also been cited hy Mammata
in his Kdvyaprakdsae ( X. 31¢ ) as an instance
of the figure of speech ugta, where Nagoji
Bhatta gives the chdyd as follows :—

‘FAUT HTHEEITATAT  gRaHTF<EH |

farameR frmort frafd gamerE o
and explains it as : “NWZREL TH T ETACTIINC
g TFE @Il wA Brafawraae-
qJrETHEd FaAEy: | HiEw a3gIern ged fafser-
SIETATSTedE  HEERTEARIY o7 qward g
AYIRATHIY , TF GEATAIITOANT FAT  Fyar-
farra frafed  aFowmargeT fammy sfe &
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«

SEIEIEEIEICRSHE I C I S -2 E I RE R
wasf georen qufasramany saiaeafaa | amEr

e 11"—Nagoji Bhatta’s Uddyota on Kavya-
Pradipa, op. cit., p. 104 ( Edited by Prof. Dinkar
Trimbak Chandorkar, B.A., Poona, 1896). The
interpretaticn introduced with f in the above
extract has a clear reference to the explanation
of the gdtha as furnished by Abhinavagupta
in his °Locana.
Faaraafia %—" The Sanskrit chdyd of this
gdathd is as follows :
gy B fF Froadareg g
TRATRFIeRaAT: qewatara=aat 7 ggan 1

The word &g is a Desi-word for Taarans.
In the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute
MS. (No. 256 of (875-76) referred to as D in
Dr. De’s collation, the variant Fgif%° is found.
Fgfew and Fgfes, two other variant forms
of the same word, are found to occur in
Hemacandra's Kumdrapdlacarite, 111. 4 and II1.
17 ( Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series, No.
LX.). The twigs of &% are famous for
their beauty. Cf. ‘wmmasmasirass—
Meghadita, 11. 17.
faersrgifasravey — Sanskrit chdyd of this verse
would be [—

“grmenfrgAIE et A7t ggEaT |

FIUEET T @ § agw Afeg @ o’
In MS. D. however the gdthd is found in a
widely different form : e.g.

1 wonti for wforwt in MS. D.
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fearfgsmara soregng g @ q@e= |
HARFET U § Q O AT sTraaw 1’
§ 47. 124. ‘siaST Fugd— The Sanskrit chdyd of this gatha
is as follows :—
AT AR HET 0T 91&9T afear: |
AT AT T AMFET afme 0
For the wretched condition of a libera’ and
weil-to-do person reduced to a state of poverty
refer to the piteous utterances of Carudatta in
S udraka’s Mrechakatika, Act. 1. Compare also
the following verse cited by Anandavardhana in
his Vptti on Dhy, 111, 41 :
‘Fed A FAar dagas W1 fafg arEes
aumfes afe arg fafsd Fearfed #=ad o
AT FSETALIAS: GARAAT Jad
7 =Braify aETE T am feraetty 70’
§ 48. 126. ‘weEAIEEANFT— For parallel ideas compare
Dandin’s Kavyadarsa, 11. 238-239 :
“HRATCIAATET TET AR R |
g AT Jad s u
aNTEgTI AR SIal g ATed: |
fagsaTEsaRRaEaTgR s i
§ 48. 126, ‘Saremed fi— The Sanskrit chdyd of this
Prakrit verse would be :—

1 This version closely agrees wiih the following as
recorded in MS. B of Dr De’s collation
( Bhandarkar Oriental Institute MS. No. 257
of 1875-76 in S'arada script. ) i—
“rorafgermracd ¥gqE §  TEICH |
sraTged W g U sfge aw | wfq 0
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129.

“Geqtremenfy g9 qEeq 9@ qirar: |
o qrged W Ay T Aifw n”’

‘Frarge: afeaa— Thisis Migha's Sisupala-
vadha, V. 26. The reading adopted by Malli-
nitha in foot ¢ is : ‘geal gofy “Fafargmang.
Mallinatha explains it as follows :—

“AETRET SRR MIEafage U s
fam ofw: wd@ ) ‘afw af@—" o
fgTary  afcgga, sre gt gfon #fkesfy
gfrafadaeagfa: 1., .. gfwatmala amma)
FEATG: FAMT 9F | qEATTGAATFOGT fazaiort
ATFETRT F AAIFAE TRAZAT Suer a1 &
sgfaefy T @, forg dRfERrEM@ETESIE-
arglaframme, gerfim & W@l s
AT I MARTTT G MEA TG AR -
AT TAUTEAIAT | W T SASTHRE,
gataamEr 1 R gaaueffy v,

Freategtafa agn”

w1 5 graEdY: g~ —This is Magha's
Sisupalavadha, T, 53. Compare the follow-
ing extract from Mallindtha’s comm. on this
verse [—

¢ .qgfn gAudEs aqafear e
o AT FHWAT T IFAAIHT  FHGTLRGT -
TR HFIOTFANEY TEAEQT, T W91
fagreaeenty froseafaar ) aag—

“TEIATT JATANT FA@ TeAUHT: |

o TR AT T WA e
—zfa
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§ 54,

136.

137,

‘a7 gAtaAAsd—  ( Karika ). MS. A reads
g*@Taea for Sftetzedw, whilein MS. B it is
read as Hfi@tedq. The N.S.P. Edn. has the
reading gf¥etzaia.

‘“FHGTIT W Afeyr—  This is from Hala’s
Sattasai (II. 10 ). The Nirpayasigara text
of the Sattasai reads =agq for wfeg. The
*Locana g'ves the chayd as follows :—

‘FHSTH T Afear g91 IFIEar A T TgET

FA1fy amgeTsyaTiaa faae o’
and remarks ‘@1 7 fre=er fageam: ST
According to Dhanapala’s Pdiyalacchi (v.253)
git%ar and fyg=sT are synonyms. Hemacandra
gives goFT as a synonym for fugesadTr. See
Desindmamala, VI. 52 ( Pischel’s Edn 1938 ).
For a closely similar instance of apparent
naivete” ( gfrgarfaza: ) on the part of simple-
hearted women, cf.—

o 3 gefa g fefafegegdrta-
g TR Eaw v A aarg A 17
—Meghadita, 1. 14.

‘FIviige g ——°Locana gives the chdyd as
follows :—

SAETAITEA 1SS AE AF (@ 1g® X0 )

TEFASATIATAT TEAT: Higwagii 1
This gdtha is cited by Mammata also in
his Kavya-Prakasa, Ullasa V : FIHIRY da@ser,
ITH wamgRg’—NRiyyaka's  Kdvyaprakdsa-
Samketa.
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§ 54. 137, ‘Sheuy ufseggd— —-The Sanskrit chdyd of
the gathd as given in the °Locana is :—
sfer ufad Fgw a1 9rifg awmiesT grfored o
oy & fawafaars: saqRw 5@ qeqeEe: v
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A. Alphabetical Index of Karikas in the
Dlwanydloka, Uddyota I1.

Page Section Serial number
ERIL eItk .. 1 1 1
ATARAGATET: .. 99 37 22
FTTETH T .. 113 40 25
ASFTATLEATT .. 114 41 26
ASFITTACETFT® .. 136 53 30
HFAIAEEIAT .. 140 55 32
EEEIRETIEOICH .. 7 6 2
Ffereq qIEFI .. 71 32 21
waor gfowearar L. 7) 31 20
SEREECIS L .. 29 13 6
JErgED y4ZT L. 43 19 12
fegwel gead 4w .. 44 20 13
SRR TFT 46 21 15
HARAE TFIR m”r&‘q 54 24 17
ﬁeg\—rafq' %n';{ar e 55 25 19
TYTASFTT AT . 13 9 5
EIGESEIEIE I a .. 108 39 24
T g rETISa : .. 136 54 31
THATITIATE . 8 7 3
wTfEraear aey - 48 22 16
TAFTOEHHITAT: .. 114 41 26
Qureay @1 awar .. 36 16 9
FIEUATE FITET . 11 8 4
T qqaa . 55 25 18

SO a‘s@qﬁ'ur .. 134 52 29
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Page Section Serial number
SEisiEaC DL . 133 51 28
B C PR T s S 103 38 23
FFR 0T T . 31 14 7
FEEAFAT T - 44 20 14
ggR faveeared . 35 15 8
sifgeaTadr ST . 40 18 11
qAAFE  HIAH . 38 17 10
gIAT TAAY .. 141 55 33

B. Alphabetical Index of Vrifi-verses.

Page Section
saFTafaed q .. 54 § 23
TR TE R .. 20 § 11
wgafa fg aggi .. 54 § 23
RGIRISISEIETS) 54 § 23

C. Alphabetical Index of Illustrative
Quotaticns in the Vri.

Page. Sectior
¥ TASA FT .. 104 § 38
s waf: .. 130 § 5C
AIFRT: T . 62 § 28
SarmoEe 7 qg . 126 § 48
SEEICE RN E RIS . 58 § 27
ECH I AR .. 85 § 34
gfesrorg afesrn g . 137 § 54
gt dae : 99 § 37
FAG TATS! HIGA . 48 § 22
FASTHT O Flewar . 136 § 54
f§ g ¥ .. 17 § 10
F FHAGIEAFIRE . 66 § 29

feaeay gemEwT . 17 § 10
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TAW T TR

EES R IEEELEN
EEIRCIEEEIEEC]
FoETEl g walk
FUEHATIEF=HT
rangulfy forar
HRATHHRTLTT

e ao
TegETET givafagT
qedT FgTETETeGaaar
Fear faatfa g

a o fafwmgee
aTeT STty O

aut Ty faeragget
AR TRAAT,
ESIEEHNEIE

g Fwra | siomrEEn
FeATUER A o

AT FEIAETET
ST FEAT
wfgrdfaresagsaat
AT F ARG A

A9 CFEGHA AT

a1 = s faufe
Aagwragara:
TIEH TATEHT :

T 3fd greaEdT: qaren
araeHTfRafegfae
aqy \r v fowrd

Page
96
6
36
57
55
81
115
126
124
22
22
&1
120

22
126
85
85
122
61
116
81
86
72
36

58
129
116
104
137
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Page Section
el T gigerefer . 119 § 45
RIEE I B ERT .. 67 § 30
THEARITAL JEATH .. 81 § 33
gaary g7 fafaat g . 94 § 35
HraFronTd fad 100 § 37
gesig gfgaray .. 108 § 39
7 FFIAfESTST A .. 120 § 45
FFAAH AN .. %4 § 35
CIEREEREICE . 108 § 39
fafzfregsmat . 139 § 39
fersrmmes ] q . 3 § 2

[EEERUEEEL . 122 § 46






